Judge STATE OF MICHIGAN 425 N. Main St.
James E. Sheridan Adrian, Mi. 49221-2199
Lenawee County (517) 264-4655
st o o s .
1> Division COURT E-Mail:

james.sheridan@lenawee.mi.us

DISTRICT

2A DISTRICT
August 31, 2005

State of Michigan
Supreme Court Clerk
P.O. Box 30052
Lansing, M1 48909

Re: ADM File No. 2004-02 and ADM File No. 2004-60
Dear Clerk,

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed amendment of Rule 8.103(4) and
Rule 9.205(B). I am also writing to express my deep opposition for the Caseload Management
standards for divorce cases.

The current caseload management standards for divorce cases set time limits of 90%
within 245 days (98% within 301 days and 100% within 364 days) for cases with children and
90% within 91days (98% within 273 days and 100% within 364days) for cases without children.
These standards for divorce cases should be changed. They are not in the best interests of the
parties or the judiciary.

When the time standards were recommended, but not mandatory, they were merely bad
policy, which could be ignored when they did not work ... which should be most of the time.
However, the proposed rule, that authorizes the SCAO to refer judges who failure to meet these
limits to the Judicial Tenure Commission, will turn a bad policy into a policy disaster.

Currently the divorce rate is approximately 50% for first marriages. The research of Dr.
Paul Amata from the Pennsylvania State University has shown, however, that only about a third
of these (i.e. about 15% of the 50%) are marriages with either violence or high levels of conflict.
Most of the rest are what social scientists have come to call “good enough marriages.”

When the courts are dealing with “good enough” marriages and the parties seek a
divorce, we should give them every opportunity to reconcile. If they insist on divorce, fine. But,
the courts should not be forcing them toward that end through artificial time limits.

Professor David Popenoe, of Rutgers University, presented materials on marriage at the
2005 Michigan Supreme Court Annual Judicial Conference, held June 16 & 17, 2005, in
Lansing. His basic conclusion was that the research is overwhelming that the “gold standard” for
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the long term best interests of children is to have the biological parents married and stay married.
Any other family set up is second rate at best. (Enclosed is Professor Popenoe’s material.)

Professor Popenoe is not alone. Dr. Linda Waite of the University of Chicago has found
that both married men and women have better health, greater wealth and live longer than those
who are divorced, never married or in second marriages. Children of divorced couples, on
average, have a 4 years shorter life expectancy than children of intact families. Both men and
women tend to reduce the amount of alcohol consumption and the use of illegal drugs during the
year leading up to marriage and, conversely, tend to greatly increase the use of these substances
following a divorce. (I am also attaching Does Marriage Matter, by Dr. Linda Waite, which
addresses these issues. I would also recommend you read The Case for Marriage, by Dr. Waite
and Maggie Gallagher.) Married men and women live longer and have greater wealth and better
health than those who are divorced or never married.

I have attached a number of other research documents indicating the enormous social cost
of divorce. The courts should be encouraging reconciliation, not forcing divorce. Such options
as mediation, alternative dispute resolution and the SMILE program all take time. Another
program, Retrouvaille, takes 7 weeks (42 days) from the date the program begins, which may be
several weeks after the couples make contact. Retrouvaille has a success rate of 85% for turning
train wreck marriages into healthy marriages. (Most of the couples who attend Retrouvaille have
filed for divorce.) The time limits effectively eliminate all these options.

The 245 day limit for 90% is simply an unreasonable effort to move cases which should
not necessarily be moved quickly. Even cases in which there are no longer children living at
home should not be forced through in 91 days. Adult children are adversely effected by the
divorce of their parents. Arbitrary time limits for these cases do not serve the public interests.

I am not suggesting that there should be no time limits at all. However, these limits do
not recognize the significance of divorce for the parties, their children and the courts or the
importance of giving every party every possible opportunity to reconcile, if they wish to. While
we do not want “justice delayed,” we should also not establish administrative goals which are
adverse to the interests of justice.

It is amazing to me that general civil proceedings, which generally do not have the
enormous impact on the lives of the participants and the community, have much longer time
limits. Only 75% need be adjudicated within 364 days. The policy is upside down, when the
rules force cases through which should be given every opportunity to reconcile and those that the
public has less interest in are given nearly twice as long to be resolved.

I have been told that some communities in the state have been “able to meet these time
limits” during pilot projects. If they can do it, the reasoning goes, why shouldn’t everyone? This
misses the point. I’m quite sure every court can meet these rules. That is not the question,
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however. The more important question is whether it is good public policy to require
people to act quickly when the public is best served by giving them as much time as
needed to reconsider their decision.

Ironically, these rules, if enforced, will actually serve to increase the case load of
the courts in the long run. On the criminal side of the docket approximately 85% of our
current prison population comes from broken homes. Juveniles are also 12 times more
likely to be incarcerated for criminal offenses when their parents are divorced than if they
are from intact homes. On the civil side, as one expert put it, the primary result of
divorce is remarriage. The vast majority of people who divorce, especially those with
children, enter into second marriages. Yet, the divorce rate for second marriages is even
greater than for first marriages, generally about 75%. By artificially forcing divorces
these rules would serve to encourage people to enter into even more unstable
relationships, which would also end up back in the judicial system. This is not “judicial
economy.”

Divorce brings an enormous cost to local, state and federal governments.
Professor David Schramm of Utah State University’s Department of Family, Consumer
and Human Development, has estimated that each divorce costs the state and federal
government about $30,000. That works out to be over $1 billion per year in Michigan,
alone, based on the 35,880 divorces in Michigan in 2003. We should be working to
reduce divorces, not set rules that encourage them ... then force the judge to appear before
the Judicial Tenure Commission for failure to enforce a poorly reasoned rule.

Dr. Judith Wallenberg, in her book The Unexpected Legacy of Divorce, has noted,

The American legal system is under the impression that its activities and
decisions are geared toward the safeguard of children after divorce. But I
have rarely met a child who felt protected by this system. (Page 181)

I fear that the time limits have become just one more example of the official claim by the
judiciary that it is looking out for the interests of the parties and the children, when, in
fact the children’s interests are being ignored due to the importance of administrative
efficiency.

I strongly urge you to (1) rethink the time limits for divorces and (2) not adopt a
court rule that would force divorces without giving the parties an adequate opportunity to
reconcile.

Yours truly,
James E. Sheridan

Chief Judge
2A District Court



Governmental Costs of Divorce in Michigan

David Schramm for Utah State University's Department of Famzly,
Consumer and Human Development. Schramm has worked out an
estimate of those costs. He found that a single divorce costs state and

federal governments about $30,000."

» According to the U.S. Department of Health and Human

Services” there were 35,880 divorces in Michigan during 2003,

» If Prof. Schramm is correct, the costs associated with these
divorces to the State, Federal and local governments would be

approximately $ 1,076,400,000

! The information from Prof. Popenoe and Schramm are taken from an article entitled: “For every 10 who
get married, nearly six file for divorce,” By Kim Nilsen, of the Triangle Business Journal, Wake County, North

Carolina, Aug. 15, 2004,

% National Center for Health Statistics, National Vital Statistics Reports, Vol 52, No. 22, June 10, 2004,
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THE EFFECTS OF DIVORCE ON AMERICA

Fach year, over 1 million American children suf-
fer the divorce of their parents; moreover, half of
the children born this year to parents who are
married will see their parents divorce before they
tarn 18. Mounting evidence in social science jour-
nals demonstrates that the devastating physical,
emotional, and financial effects that divorce is hav-
ing on these children will last well into adulthood
and affect future generations. Among these broad
and damaging effects are the following:

« Children whose parents have divorced are
increasingly the victims of abuse. They exhibit
more health, behavioral, and emotional prob-
lems, are involved more frequently in crime
and drug abuse, and have higher rates of sui-

cide.

« Children of divorced parents perform more
poorly in reading, spelling, and math. They
also are more likely to repeat a grade and to
have higher drop-out rates and lower rates of

college graduation.

+  Families with children that were not poor
before the divorce see their income drop as
much as 50 percent. Almost 50 percent of the
parents with children that are going through a
divorce move into poverty after the divorce.

* PATRICK F. FAGAN AND ROBERT RECTOR

+  Religious worship, which has been linked to
better health, longer marriages, and better
family life, drops
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according to the
Federal Reserve
Boards 1995 Survey
of Consumer Finance,
only 42 percent of
children aged 14 to
18 live in a “first
marriage” family—an mtact two-parent married
family. It should be no surprise to find that divorce
is having such profound effects on society.

This paper, In lis entlrety, can

be found at: www.heritage.org/
library/backgrounder/bg1373.htmi

Restoring the Importance of marriage to society
and the welfare of children will require politicians
and civic leaders to make this one of their most
important tasks. It also will require a modest com-
mitment of resources to pro-marriage programs.
Fiscal conservatives should realize that federal and
state governments spend $150 billion per year to
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subsidize and sustain single-parent families. By
contrast, only $150 million is spent to strengthen
marriage. Thus, for every $1,000 spent to deal
with the effects of family disintegration, only $1 is
spent to prevent that disintegration. Refocusing
funds to preserve marriage by reducing divorce
and illegitimacy not only will be good for children
and society, but in the long run will save money.

Among its efforts, the federal government
should:

« Establish, by resolution, a national goal of
reducing divorce among families with children
by one-third over the next decade.

» Establish pro-marriage demonstration pro-
grams by diverting sufficient funds from exist-
ing federal social programs into programs that
provide training in marriage skills.

« Mandate that surplus welfare funds be used to
strengthen marriages and slow the increase in
family disintegration.

« Rebuild the federal-state system for gathering
statistics on marriage and divorce, which
ended in 1993. Without such data, the nation
cannot assess the true impact of divorce on the
family, the schools, the community, and the

taxpayer.

«  Create a public health campaign to inform
Americans of the risks associated with divorce
and of the long-term benefits of marriage.

« Give a one-time tax credit to always-married
couples when their youngest children reach
18. This small reward for committing one’s
marriage to nurturing the next generation mto
adulthood would help to offset the current
marriage penalty in the tax code.

State laws govern marriage. Among their
efforts, the states should:

+ Establish a goal to reduce the divorce rate
among parents with children by one-third over
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the next decade and establish pro-marriage
education and mentoring programs to teach
couples how to develop skills to handle con-
flict and enhance the marital relationship.

* Require ma_rriéd {:buples with minor children
to complete divorce education and a mediated
co-partnering plan before filing for divorce.

« Promote community-wide marriage programs
for couples planning to get married and mar-
riage-mentoring programs for couples in trou-
bled marriages.

+  End “no-fault” divorce for parents with chil-
dren under age 18, requirinig them to prove
that grave harm will be visited upon the chil-
dren by having the marriage continue.

« Make the Covenant Marriage option available
to engaged couples as 2 way to bind them to a
marriage contract that lengthens the process
for obtaining of a divorce by two years.

If the family is the building block of society,
then marriage is the foundation of the family
However, this foundation is growing weaker, with
fewer adults entering into marriage, more adults
leaving it in divorce, and more and more adults
eschewing it altogether for single parenthood or
cohabitation.

American society, through its institutions, must
teach core principles: that marriage is the best
environment in which to raise healthy, happy chil-
dren who can achieve their potential and that the
family is the most important institution for social
well-being. To set about the task of rebuilding a
culture of family based on marriage and providing
it with all the protections and supports necessary
to make intact marriages commonplace, federal,
state, and local officials must have the will to act.

—Patrick E Fagan is William H. G. FitzGerald
Senior Fellow in Family and Cultural Issues and
Robert Rector is Senior Research Fellow in Domestic
Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation.

NOTE: Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage Foundation or as an attempt to aid or hinder
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THE EFFECTS OF DIVORCE ON AMER!CA

PATRICK F. FAGAN AND ROBERT RECTOR

American society may have erased the stigma
that once accompanied divorce, but it can no
longer ignore its massive effects. As social scien-
tists track successive generations of American chil-
dren whose parents have ended their marriages,
the data are leading even some of the once-
staunchest supporters of divorce to conclude that
divorce is hurting American society and devastat-
ing the lives of children. Its effects are obvious in
famnily life, educational attainment, job stability,
income potential, physical and emotional health,
drug use, and crime.

Each year, over 1 million American children suf-
fer the divorce of their parents (see Chart 1).
Moreover, half of all children born to married par-
ents this year will experience the divorce of their
parents before they reach their 18th birthday. This
fact alone should give policymakers and those
whose careers focus on children reason to pause.

But the social science research also is showing
that the effects of divorce continue into adulthood
and affect the next generation of children as well.
If the effects are indeed demonstrable, grave, and
long-lasting, then something must be done to pro-
tect children and the nation from these conse-
quences. Reversing the effects of divorce will entail
nothing less than a cultural shift in attitude, if not
a cultural revolution, because society still
embraces divorce in its laws and popular culture,
sending out myriad messages that “Its okay”

It is not. Mounting evidence in the annals of sci-
entific journals details the plight of the children of
divorce and clearly
indicates not only

. Produced by the
that divorce has Domestic Policy Studies
lasting effects, but Department
that these effects
spill over into every ™ HPx?Iishng bgd Y

. e Heritage Foundation
aspect of life. For 214 Massadhtisetts Ave, NE
example: Washington, D.C.

20002-4999
: (202) 546-4400
+  Children whose

http//www.herituge org
patents have .
divorced are
increasingly the
victims of abuse

=

and neglect. This paper, In its entirety, can

i be found at: www.heritage.org’
They exhibit library/backgrounder/bg 1373.htrml
more health

problems, as well as behavioral and emotional
problems, are involved more frequently in
crime and drug abuse, and have higher rates of
suicide.

»  Children of divorced parents more frequently
demonstrate a diminished learning capacity,
performing more poorly than their peers from
intact two-parent families in reading, spelling,
and math. They also are more likely to repeat a
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Mitlions of Children

Number of Children Affected Each Year by Divorce,

immense. The research
shows not only that it per-
manently weakens the rela-
tionship between a child and
" his or hier parenits, but also
that it leads to destructive
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ways of handling conflict
and a poorer self-image.
Children of divorce demon-
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strate an earlier loss of vir-
ginity, more cohabitation,

Note: 994 to 1996 data estimated,

Source: National Center for Health Statistics, Monthly Vital Statistics Reports.

081 higher expectations of

0.6l divorce, higher divorce rates
later in life, and less desire to

0.4} have children. These effects
on future family life perpetu-

02} ate the downward spiral of
family breakdown.

1950 1960 1970 1980 1950

The effects of divorce on
children can range from mild
to severe and from short-
term to long-term. Though

grade and to have higher drop-out rates and
lower rates of college graduation.

+ Divorce generally reduces the income of the
childs primary household and seriously
diminishes the potential of every member of
the household to accumulate wealth. For fami-
lies that were not poor before ihe divorce, the
drop in income can be as much as 50 percent.
Moreover, decline in income is intergenera-
tional, since children whose parents divorce
are likely to earn less as adults than children
raised in intact families.

» Religious worship, which has been linked to
health and happiness as well as longer mar-
riages and better family life, is less prevalent in
divorced families.

Such evidence should give all Americans reason
to speak out on this problem. If nothing is done,
America will continue the downward spiral into
social decay.

none of the effects necessar-
ily applies to every child of divorced parents, mil-
lions of children who see their parents divorce are
nonetheless affected in serious ways by that act of
rejection. There is no way to predict how each
individual child will be affected or to what extent,
but it is possible to demonstrate and predict the
numerous and serious effects that divorce is hav-
ing on society. Thus, the issue for researchers is no
longer to determine what divorce’ ill effects are,
but rather to understand the depth and persistence
of these effects on children, their children, and
even their grandchildren.

Policymakers at the federal and state levels have
ample evidence to lend weight to efforts to change
the culture of divorce. Even the legal system seri-
ously neglects the interests of children. State offi-
cials should greatly expand effective marriage
education and divorce prevention programs. They
also should end the legal status of “no fault”
divorce for parents who have children under the
age of 18.

INCITE: Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily reflecting the views of The Heritage Foundation or as an attempt to aid or hinder

the passage of any bill before Congress.
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tial, and that the family is the
most important institution
for social well-being.

THE GROWTH OF

Source: Jan Crouse, Beverly Lal-aye Institute, from National Center for Health Statistics data.

€0 Divorces Per 100 Marriages
| 5 51 DIVORCE
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/ Divorce has grown signifi-
40 - / cantly over the past half cen-
: 30 33/ tury, as Chart 2 shows. In
30 - N 2/52/ 1935, there were 16 divorces
| R for each 100 marriages. By
20 | 5 23 1998, the number had risen
L s 3 16 to 51 divorces per 100 mar-
10 Y 7 riages. As noted previously,
/ over 1 million children expe-
ST EcENE i e RS 88g g | Menceparentldivorceeach
B rrr 2222220 year, and over 8 million chil-

dren currently live with a
divorced single parent.

Federal officials can assist them in this effort by
establishing the importance of marriage in federal
policies and programs. For example, Washington

could require the states to col-
lect and provide accurate data
on marriages and divorces,
noting in each case the ages of
the children involved. Con-
gress could create demonstra-
tion grants, by diverting
existing funding, to enable
local community groups to
provide marriage education
and divorce prevention pro-
grams. Finally, Congress could
establish a one-time tax credit
for married parents who keep
their marriage intact at least
until their youngest child
reaches age 18.

American society, through its
institutions, must teach core
principles: that marriage is the
best environment in which to
raise healthy, happy children

The combined effect of divorce and out-of-wed-
Jock childbearing means that more than half of
America’s children will spend all or part of their
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ﬁ_ Chart 3
Family Structure for Children Ages 14 to 18
Single Parent,
Never Married
6%
Single Parent, Widowed
3%
Single Parent, Divorced First Marriage/
or Separated Intact Two-Parent
21% Family
42%
5 Cohabiting Couple
&%
e
Second Marriage/
Two-Parent Step Family
2%

Source: 1995 Survey of Consumner Finance, Federal Reserve Baard,
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Family Structure for Children by Ethnic Background
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2% First Marria
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Widowed Sg;gl © Paren: ) Intact Two- . Always First Marriage /
Divorced,/ Separated Parent Family Single Parent intact Two-
Single Parent S00% 32% y Parent Family
15% 7%
Cohabiting Couple /
6% ! :
i ¥ Second Marriage/
Two-Parent
Second Marriage/ Widowed Single Step Family
Two-Parent Parent 7%
Step Family 5% : Cohabiting
5% Divorced/ Separated Couple
Single Parent 9%
2005
White Black
. Always Single Parent
Always Single P:
s opge Parent Widowed Single Parent 2%
1% a
Widowed S“‘g’;;‘”‘"‘ ! Divorced Separated Singe Paer
i i/ ted Cohabi'circwg6 Couple
Single Parent .
14% Second Marriage/ ' :
" Two-Parent First Marriage/
Cohabiting Couple Step Family Intact Twc:-
5% 13% Parent Family
75%
Second Marriage/ _
Two-Parent First Marriage/
Step Family Intact Two-
23% Parent Family
Hispanic S0%
ispant Other (Mainly Asian}
Source: Heritage Center for Data Analysis calculations based on data from} 995 Survey of Consurner Finance,
Federal Reserve Board.
childhood living in a single-parent, divorced, or 42 percent of children aged 14 1018 live in a “first
remarried family. The Federal Reserve Boards marriage” family, generally an intact two-parent
1995 Survey of Consumer Finance shows that only married family with both biological parents.!

1. Due to the impreciseness of Survey of Consumer Finance definitions, these figures must be treated as rough estimates only.
The Survey of Consumer Finance divides married-couple househoids into first- and second-marriage households. Although
we have counted all children in first-marriage households as living with both biological parents, a small number of these

children may have been born out of wedlock before the mother’s marriage to another man; such children would not be
residing with both bioclogical parents.
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Some 21 percent of teenage
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'R Chents
children live with a single
parent who is divorced or
separated, while 22 per-
cent live in a two-parent
household with one step-
parent,z The remaining

In Wisconsin, Juvenile Incarceration Rates for
Children of Divorced Parents Are 12 Times
Higher than for Children in Two-Parent Families

uvenile Incarceration Rate, Twa-Parent Family Rate=1

teenagers live with a never-
married single parent (6
percent), a widowed single
parent (3 percent), or
cohabiting adults (6 per-
cent).> (See Chart 3.)

20¢ '
15}

Chart 4 shows that fam-
ily structure varies consid-
erably by ethnic group.
Three-fourths of Asian~—
American teenagers live in 1

10t

2.0

an intact-married-couple Mm
family with both biological Family
parents. Among whites and |

Hispanics, the numberis
50 percent; among blacks,

Currently Separated

Source: Heritage calaulations, based
Human Services and US. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey:

Single Parent,
Divoreced

Single Parent,
Never Married

Married Parents,

on 1993 data from Wisconsin Department of Health and

it is 25 percent.
HOW DIVORCE AFFECTS SOCIETY

The divorce of parents, even if it is an amicable
decision, tears apart a family—the fundamental
it of American society. It should be no surprise
to find, then, that the prevalence of divorce is hav-
ing profound effects on society. What may surprise
many policymakers and other Americans is how
strong the relationship is between family back-
ground and such problems as crime, abuse and
neglect, and addictions.

Divorce and Crime

To understand the significant relationship
between the rate of crime in a community and
family background, one need only look at the evi-
dence. For example, Robert Sampson, professor of
sociology at the University of Chicago, found that
the divorce rate predicted the rate of robbery in
any given area, regardless of economic and racial
composition. Sampson studied 171 U.5. cities
with populations of more than 100,000. in these
communities, he found that the lower the rates of
divorce, the higher the formal and informal social
controls (such as the supervision of children) and
the lower the crime rate.*

7. These figures treat all children in “second marriage” families as residing in stepparent families; however, some

of these chil-

dren will have been born during the second marriage and actually be residing with both biological parents.

3. Generally,
the child.

4. Robest ]. Sampson,
Morris, eds., Crime and fustice

“Crme in Cities: The Fifects of Formal and Informal Social Control,” in Michael
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), pp. 271-301.

these cohabiting families will consist of the biclogical mother cohabiting with 2 boyfriend who is not related to

Tonry and Norval
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Moreover, data from Wisconsin dramatically
{lustrate that the rates of incarceration for its juve-
nile delinquents are 12 times higher for children of
divorce than for children living with married par-
ents.” (See Chart 5. SR |

Different studies confirm the general conclu-
sions from the Wisconsin data. For example:

+  Children of divorced parents are significantly
more likely to become delinquent by age 15,
regardless of when the divorce took place, than
are children whose own parents are married.®

+ A 1985 study tracked 1,000 families with chil-
dren aged 6 to 18 for six years and found that
children living in intact married families
exhibited the least delinquency, while children
with stepfathers were more likely to demon-
strate the most disruptive behaviors.

+ In a British longitudinal study of males aged 8
to 32, David P Farrington, professor of crimi-
nology at Cambridge University, found that the
divorce of parents before a child reached age

10 is a major predictor of adolescent delin-
quency and adult criminality:®

«  Arecent U.S. longitudinal study which tracked
over 6,400 boys over a period of 20 years (well
into their adult years) found that children
without biological fathers in the home are
roughly three times more likely to commit a
crime that leads to incarceration than are chil-
dren from intact families.”

Moreover, as a major review of literature on
divorce conducted by the government of Australia
found, divorce increases the likelihood that a child
will feel hostility and rejection. 10 Further research
on the relationship between family background
and crime indicates that rejection by peers can
lead hostile children to join delinquent gangs.!! It
is worth noting that these findings on delinquency
are not confined to boys: Among adolescent girls,
there is a strong correlation between family struc-
ture, delmquency,u hostile behavior, !> drug use,
larceny, skipping school,}* and alcohol abuse.!’

5. Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services, Division of Youth Services, “Family Status of Delinquents in Juvenile
Correctional Facilities in Wisconsin,” April 1994. The data were merged with data from the Current Population Survey on

family structure in Wisconsin for that year to derive mates o

f incarceration by family structure.

6. Abbie K. Frost and Bilge Pakiz, “The Effects of Marital Disruption on Adolescents: Time as a Dypamic,” American Journal of
Orthopsychiatry, Vol. 60 (1990), pp. 544-555. Others have found that children of divorced parents are up to six times more
likely to be delinquent than children from intact families. See David B. Larson, James P Swyers, and Susan S. Larson, The
Costly Consenuences of Divorce (Rockville, Md.: National Institute for Healthcare Research, 1995}, p. 123.

7 Anmette U. Rickel and Thomas S. Langer, “Short-Term and Long-Term Effects of Marital Disruption on Children,” American
Journal of Community Psychology, Vol. 13 (1985), pp. 599-661. (In this study, children of single parents fell between these

two groups in delinquency)

8. David P Famrington, “Implications of Criminal Career Research for the Prevention of Offending,” Journal of Adolescence, Vol.

13 (1990), pp. 93-113.

9. Cynthia Harper and Sara 5. McLanzhan, “Father Absence and Youth Incarceration,’ presented at the annual meeting of the

Ametican Sociological Association, 1998.

10. Standing Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs, House of Representatives, Parliament of the Commonwealth of
Australia, To Have and To Hold (Canberra: Parliament of Australia, 1998), p. 36,

11. Patrick F Fagan, “The Real Root Causes of Violent Crime: The Breakdown of Marriage, Family, and Community,” Heritage

Foundation Backgmundzr Neo. 1026, March 17, 1995,

12. Karen Heimer, “Gender, Interaction, and Delinquency: Testing a Theory of Differential Social Control,” Social Psychology

Quarterly, Vol. 59 (1996), pp. 39-61.

13.Bilge Pakiz, Helen Z. Reinkerz, and Rose M. Giaconia, “Early Risk Factors for Serious Antisocial Behavior at Age 21:
A Longitudinal Community Study,” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, Voi. 67 (1967}, pp. 92-100.
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Chart 6.) Sadly, huge differ-

Children of Intact Married Parents

in Britain, the Serious Abuse of Children in
Stepfamilies Was Six Times More Likely than for

Comparative Risk Ratios for Serious Abuse, 19821988
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ences in the rates of fatal child
abuse accompany family struc-
ture. After a divorce, mothers
" may marTy again or acquire
new boyfriends, but the pres-
ence of a stepfather or a boy-
. friend increases the risk of
abuse, though at significantly

different rates.

» Serious abuse is much
higher among stepchil-
dren than among children
of intact families, and
adults who were sexually
abused as children are
more likely to have been
raised in stepfamilies than
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Family Structure

Note: No U5, W farnily structure available. .
Source: Robert an, Broken Homes and Battered Children, 1994,

in intact married fami-

Biological
lies.}”

Mother
Cohabiting
« The rate of sexual abuse of

girls by their stepfathers is
at least six or seven times

Divorce and Abuse

Child abuse is closely related to delinquency
and violent crime, and divorce is a relevant factor
in an abused childs 1:3ackground.16 Not only do
higher levels of divorce accompany higher levelsof  *
child abuse, but remarriage does not reduce the
level of child abuse and may even add to it. (See

higher, }® and may be as
much as 40 times greater,lg than sexual abuse
of daughters by their biological fathers who
remain in intact families.

Margo Wilson and Martin Daly, professors of
psychology at McMasters University in Can-
ada, report that children two years of age and

14. Neil Kalter, B. Reimer, A. Brickman, and ]. W, Chen, “Implications of Parental Divorce for Female Development,” Journal of
the American Academy of Child Psychiatry, Vol. 25 (1986), pp. 538-544.

15. Frost and Pakiz, “The Effects of Marital Disruption on Adolescents,” pp. 544-555.

16. Patrick F Fagan: “The Child Abuse Crisis: The Disintegration of Marriage, Family, and the American Community,” Heritage

Foundation Bachgrounder No. 11 15, June 3, 1997,
17 David M. Fergusson, Michael T. Lynskey, and L. John Horweoed,

s hildhood Sexual Abuse and Psychiatric Disorders in

Young Adulthood: 1. Prevalence of exual Abuse and Factors Associated with Sexual Abuse,” Journal of the American Acad-
emy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, Vol. 34 (1996), pp. 1355-1364.

18 Diana E. H. Russell, “The Prevalence and Seriousness of Incestuous Abuse: Stepfathers vs. Biological Fathers,” Child Abuse

and Neglect, Vol. 8 (1984), pp. 15-22.

19. Margo Wilson and Martin Daly, “The Risk of Maltreatment of Chil

dren Living with Stepparents,” in Richard J. Gelles and

Jane B. Lancaster, eds., Child Abuse and Neglect: Biosocial Dimensions, Foundations of Human Behavior (New York: Aldine de

Gruyter, 1987}, p. 228.




giinider

No. 1373

younger are 70 to 100 times more likely to be
killed at the hands of their stepparents than by
their biological parents.zo (Younger children,
because of their small size, are much more vul-

nerable.)

« The data from Britain predict a smaller risk,
but this research is not as rigorous as the Cana-
dian study. The British study reports that fatal
abuse of children of all ages occurs three times
more frequently in stepfamilies than in intact
married families.

When parents divorce, most children suffer. For
some, this suffering turns into long-lasting psycho-
logical damage. Neglect of children, which can be
psychologically more damaging than p} ysical
abuse,2? is twice as high among separated and
divorced parents.

Stepparents have a difficult time establishing
close bonds with their stepchildren—a common
theme in literature that is confirmed in the
research literature. The rate of bonding between
stepparents and stepchildren is rather low. One
study found that only 53 percent of stepfathers
and 25 percent of stepmothers have “parental feel-
ings” toward their stepchildren, and still fewer
report having “love” for them.*?

Divorce and Addiction

Children who use drugs and abuse alcohol are
more likely to come from family backgrounds
characterized by parental conflict and parental

June 5, 2000

rejection. Because divorce increases these factors,

it increases the likelihood that children will abuse
alcohol and begin using drugs. Adolescents whose
parents recently divorced are found to abuse drugs
and alcohol much more often than do adolescents

" whose parents divorced during their early child-

hood. When they are compared with children
whose parents are still married, the difference
grows even greater.> Comparing all family struc-
tures, drug use in children is lowest in the intact
married family.*®

HOW DIVORCE AFFECTS EDUCATIONAL
ACHIEVEMENT

Throughout a childs educational experience,
the divorce of parents has an impact on learning
and achievement.

Divorce and the Capacity to Learn

Divorce impedes learning by disrupting produc-
tive study patterns as children are forced to move
between domiciles, and by increasing anxiety and
depression in both parents and children. Because
of its impact on stable home life, divorce can
diminish the capacity to leam—a principle dem-
onstrated by the fact that children whose parents
divorce have lower rates of graduation from high
school and college and also complete fewer college
courses.

o In the “Impact of Divorce Project,” a survey of
699 elementary students nationwide con-

20. Ikid., pp. 215-232.
21. Fagan, “The Child Abuse Crisis.”

22. Richard Emery, “Abused and Neglected Children,” The American Psychologist, Vol. 44, No. 2 (1989), pp. 321-328.

23. Yuriko Egami, “Psychiatric Profile and Sociodemographic Characteristics of Adults Who Report Physically Abusing or
Neglecting Children,” American Journal of Psychiatry, Vol. 153 (1996), pp. 921-928.

24. David Popenoe, Life Without Father (New York: Martin Kessler Books, 1995), p. 57, quoting Lucile Duberman, The Recon-
stituted Family: A Study of Remarried Couples and Their Children (Chicago: Nelson—Hall, 1975).

25. William ]. Doherty and R. H. Needle, “Psychalogical Adjustment and Substance Use Among Adolescents Before and Alter a
Parental Divorce,” Child Development, Vol. 62 (1991}, pp. 328--337.
26.John P Hoffman and Robent A. Johnson, “A National Portrait of Family Structure and Adolescent Drug Use,” Journal of

Marriage and the Family, Vol. 60, No. 3 (1998), pp. 633-645; Robert L. Flewing and K. E. Baumann, “Family Structure as a
Predictor of Initial Substance Use and Sexual Intercourse in Early Adolescence,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, Vol. 52

(1990), pp. 171-181.
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ducted by Kent State University in & Om?
Ohio, children from divorced homes
performed more poorly in reading,

spelling, and math and repeated 2’
grade more frequently than did chil- | $50.000

dren from intact two-parent {ami-
lies.%’ 40,000 -

B1373

Impact of Divorce on Income of Families with Children

1993 Average AnmagInrome 0L e D

§43,600

The absence of the father lowers cog- 30,000 -

nitive test scores for young children in . $15.300
generai,m especially the math scores of 20,000 -
daughters.”” By comparison, a girls ver- )
bal capacities i_ncrease when the father is 10,000 -
present, especially when he reads aloud
to her when she is 'yaung.30 By age 13,

there is an average difference of half a ToroParent Cusodial Parent
year in reading abilities between children Household ~ Household

of divorced parents and those who have Before Divorce Family Status After Divorce
intact farmilies.>! Even the most effective Source: Mary E. Corcoran and Ay Chauidray, “The Dynarmics of Chikdhood Poverty,”
preventive work on reading and math Frs of Chidren 1977,

skills does not eliminate the drop in per-
formance at school among children of divorce.

32 families—whether they have divorced parents or
stepparents, or even an always-single parent—
move about much more frequenﬂyy’ Such moves
play a large role in their poorer performance, tend to increase the incidence of behavioral, emo-
regardless of family background.33 Compared tional, and academic problems for all adolescents,
with children of intact families, children of broken  regardless of family structure. > Very young chil-

Frequent relocation of these children appears to

27. Popenoe, Life Without Father, p. 57. June O'Neill and Anne Hill, professors of business and government at Baruch College,
City University of New York, alsa found that growing up with a divorced parent has a significant, negative effect on chil-
drens test scores. See M. Anne Hill and June O'Neill, “Family Endowments and the Achievement of Young Children with
Special Reference to the Underclass,” Journal of Human Resources, Vol. 29 (1994), pp. 1064--1100.

28. Mary Ann Powell aiid Toby - Parcel, “Effects of Family Structure on the Earnings Attainment Process: Differences by
Gender,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, Vol. 59 (1997), p. 419, reporting on unpublished research by Frank Mott
{1593), prepared for NIH/NICHD.

29. Popenoe, Life Without Father, p. 148, reporting on the findings of Goldstein {1982).

30. Ibid., reporting on the findings of Bing {1563}
31. Jim Stevenson and Glenda Fredman, “The Social Correlates of Reading Ability,” Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry,
Vol. 31 (1950}, pp. 689-690.

32.Linda J. Alpert-Gillis, JoAnne L. Pedro-Carroll, and Bmory L. Cowen, “The Children of Divorce Intervention Program:
Development, implementation, and Evaluation of & Program for Young Urban Children,” Journal of Consulting and Clinical

Psychology, Vol. 57 (1989), pp. 583-589.

33. See William $. Aquilino, “The Life Course of Children Born to Unmarried Mothers: Childhoed Living Artangements and
Young Adult Outcomes,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, Vol. 58 {1996}, pp. 293-310.

34, Frances K. Goldscheider and Calvin Goldscheider, “The Effects of Childhood Family Structure on Leaving and Returning
Home,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, Vol. 60 (1998}, p. 751.

45, Hoffman and johnson, “A National Portrait of Family Structure and Adolescent Drug Use,” p. 635.
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dren are especially sus;r.:eptible, since they are usu-
ally more attached to their home than older

Divorce and Graduation
Rates

Divorce affects the grade
level that children attain:
High school dropout rates
are much higher among
children of divorced parents
than among children of
always-married parents.
Even if the childrens pri-
mary parent remarries, step-
family life does not wipe out
the educational losses gener-
ally experienced by these
children. Schools may expel
as many as one in four step-
children,>® though this ratio
can fall to one in 10 if step-
parents are highly involved
in their childrens school.
Children raised in intact
families complete more total
years of education and have

37

higher earnings than children from other family

children are. Leaving their family home for communities.t?
another after their parents’ divorce becomes even

more traumatic because they tend to become more
attached to their home during the breakup of their
parents.36 ‘

structures.*® The advantage given by an intact
family also holds for children in poor inner-city

The divorce of parents also reduces the likeli-
hood that a child will attain a college education.
The college attendance rate is about 60 percent

lower among children of divorced parents com-

pared with children of intact families.

42

36. Ruth Stirtzinger and Lorraine Cholvat, “Preschool Age Children of Divorce: Transitional Phenomena and the Mourning

Process,

» Canadian Journal of Psychiatry, Vol. 35 (1990}, pp. 506-514.

37. Sara Mclanshan and Gary D. Sandefur, Growing Up With a Single Parent: What Hurts, What Helps {Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1994), p. 67.
18, Deborah A, Dawson, "Family Structure and Children’s Health and Well Being: Data from the 1988 National Survey of Child
Health,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, Yol 53 (1991}, pp. 573-584.

30 Larson e al.. The Costly Consequences of Diverce, p. 167, reporting on the findings of Zili and Nord (1994) and Lee (1993}

40. Powell and Parcel, “Effects of Family Structure on the Earnings Attainment Process,” p. 425.

41.Janet B. Hardy et al., “Self-Sufficiency at Ages 27-33 Years: Factors Present Between Birth and 18 Years that Predict
Educational Attainment Among Children Bom to Inner-City Families,” Pediatrics, Vol. 99 (1997), pp. 80-87.

42 Hillevi M. Aro and Ulla K. Palosaari, “Parental Divorce, Adolescence, and Transition to Young Adulthoed: A Follow-Up
Study,” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, Vol. 62, No. 3 {July 19927}, pp. 421420,
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psychologist from San Francisco,
found that of the college-age stu-
- dents who went to.the same high.
schools in affluent Marin County

Median Income of Families with Children

994 Annual income

near San Francisco, only two- $60,000

thirds of children from divorced
farnilies attended college com-
pared with 85 percent of stu-
dents from intact families.*> The
well-known high rates of col-
lege attainment by Asian—Ameri-
can children illustrate this point.
Asian—Americans also seem (o
have the highest levels of intact
family life of all American ethnic
groups. (See Chart 4.)

50,000
40,000 ¥
30,000
20,000

10,000 +

Family income may make a
difference in college attendance,
and income in the custodial fam-

$48,000

First
Marriage

Note: Figures do not include transferred income.
Source: MHeritage Center for Data Analysis caleulations based on data from 1995 Survey
of Consurmer Finance, Federal Reserve Board,

$45,900

$18.,500

$15,000

Never
Married
Single Parent

Cohabiting
Couple

Divorced/
Separated

Step-
Family

ily falls after a divorce. ™ Accord-

ing to data reported in 1994 by

Mary Corcoran, professor of political science at the
University of Michigan, “During the years children
lived with two parents, their family incomes aver-
aged $43,600, and when these same children lived
with one parent, their family incomes averaged
$25,3OG."45 (See Chart 7.) In other words, the
household income of a childs custodial family
dropped on average about 42 percent following
divorce. *6 Furthermore, parents’ accumulated
wealth is different across family structures and will
affect the level of financial support available from
parents for their children’ college education. (See
Chart 8 and Chart 9.)

HOW DIVORCE AFFECTS FAMILIES
ECONOMICALLY

As the above information demonstrates, divorce
has significant negative economic consequences
for families. The breakup of families leaves one
parent trying to do the work of two people—and
one person cannot support a family as well as two
can. Because of this, divorce has been shown to
lead to decreased household income and a higher
risk of poverty. It is a factorin a child’s diminished
level of academic achievement, which translates
into lower earnings as an adult.*

43 Judith Wailerstein, “The Long Term Effects of Divorce on Children: A Review,” Journal of the American Academy of Child Ado-

lescent Psychiatry, Vol. 30 (1991}, pp. 349360,

44_Powell and Parcel, “Effects of Farmly Structure on the Earnings Autainment Process.” p. 419, reporting on the findings of

Sreelman and Powell (19911

45. Mary E. Corcoran and Ajay Chaudry, “The Dynamics of Childheod Poverty,” Future of Children, Yol. 7, No. 2{1997), pp.

40-54, reporting on Duncan et al. (1994).

46, Peggy O. Corcoran, unpublished paper, Survey Research Center, University of Michigan, May 1994.
47 See Patrick F Fagan, “How Broken Families Rob Children of Their Chances of Future Prosperity,” Heritage Foundation

Backgrounder No. 1283, June 11, 1699.
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(GNP) went from $203 billion

by Family Structure

32.4%

28.3% 30.5%

30
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10 7.7% 6.6%

pPercent of Families with Children Living in Poverty

to $141 billion (in constant
1958 dollars).*® Yet in each of
the past 28 years, the house-
holds of over 1 million children

greater contraction in income—
with an average drop of
between 28 percent to 42 per-
cent.*? For families that were
not poor before a divorce, the
drop in income can be as high
as 50 percent.5°

59.6%

Although the custodial par-
ents household after a divorce
will contain fewer persons than
the pre-divorce home, the

First Step

Family Couple

Marriage

Source: Heritage Center for Data Analysis caleulations based on data from
Consumer Finance, Federal Reserve Board.

Cohabiting Widowed  Divorced/
Separated
Single Parent  Singie Parent

Never-

Married income loss for the custodial

parent’s home is generally great
enough to cause the per capita

income to fall when compared

with pre-divorce conditions.

1995 Survey of

Lower Income and Higher Incidences of
Poverty

Divorce has a greater effect on the household
income of the custodial parent than the Great
Depression had on the American economy.
Between 1929 and 1933, the economy contracted
by 30.5 percent and the gross national product

Moreover, divorce causes both parents to lose the
economies of scale that are implicit in the larger
pre-divorce household.

Almost 50 percent of households with children
undergoing divorce move into poverty following
the divorce.”! Some 40 percent of families on Aid
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) are
divorced or separated single-parent households.”?

48, U.S. Deparunent of Comnerce, Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the United States, Bicentennial

Times to 1970, Part 1 (Washington, D.C., 1976}, p. 228.

Edition, Colonial

40 Divorce’s immediate effects can be seen in data reported in 1994 by Mary Corcoran, professor of political science at the

University of Michigan:

when these same children lived with one parent, their family incomes averaged $25,300.

income of a childs family dropped on average about 42 percent
from G.

Dynamics of Childhood Poverty,” pp. 40-54, quoting

“During the years children lived with two parents, their family incomes averaged $43,600, and

In other words, the househeld
following divorce. See Corcoran and Chaudry, “The
J. Duncan et al., “Lone-Parent Families in the United States:

Dynamics, Economic Status, and Developmental Consequences,” unpublished paper, Survey Research Center, University

of Michigan, May 1994.
0 McLanahan and Sandefur, Growing Up With a Single Parent, p.

5. Julia Heath, “Determinants of Spells of Poverty Following Divorce,” Review of Secial

House of Representatives, 1998 Green Book: Background Material and Data on Programs

52. Committee on Ways and Means, U.5.

24
Economy, Yol. 49 (1992), pp. 305-315.

Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means, May 19, 1998, p. 540. The AFDC program became the Tempo-

rary Assistance for Needy Families program in 1996,

12
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As Chart 10 shows, based on data from the Fed-
eral Reserve Board’s 1995 Survey of Consumer
Finance, the differing ratios of poverty among dif-
ferent family structures tell the story of the impact
of marriage on income.

» Compared with the poverty rate of the always-
intact married family, a widowed family expe-
riences a poverty rate that is 3.9 times higher;
the cohabiting-couple household’s poverty rate
is 3.7 times higher; the rate for divorced sin-
gle-parent families is 4.2 times higher; and the
rate for always-single-parent families is 7.7
times higher. The stepfamily has a lower pov-
erty rate, most likely because the remarriage
often takes place later in the life of parents,
when their incomes will be somewhat
higher.>

Particularly for women whose pre-divorce fam-
ily income was below the median family income
level, the research shows that divorce is a primary
factor in determining the length of a “poverty
spélI.”s“ Understandably, mothers who are
employed at the time of a divorce are mauch less
likely to become welfare recipients than mothers
who do not work at the time of divorce. Mothers
in this latter group go on welfare as frequently as
single mothers who lose their jobs.>

June 5, 2000

Qinder

HOW DIVORCE AFFECTS PERSONAL
WELL-BEING

Harmful Mental and Physical Health Effects

1t is increasingly clear that divorce affects the
health of children in broken families in many
ways. Most significantly, divorce leads to:

»

Increased behavioral, emotional, and psychiat-
ric burdens;

Increased rates of suicide; and

»

Increased risks for health problems. -

Divorce wreaks havoc with the psychological
stability of many children.?® Immediately upon
the breakup of their families through divorce, chil-
dren experience reactions ranging from anger, fear,
and sadness to yearning, wotry, rejection, conflict-
ing loyalties, anger,57 lowered self-confidence,
heightened anxiety and loneliness, more depressed
moods, more suicidal thou ghts, and even more
attempts to commit suicide.”® Many of these feel-
ings persist for years. For example:

« A major national survey of 20,000 adolescents
found that the adolescent children of divorced
parents did worse than their peers from intact
families on such measures of satisfaction with
life as happiness, sense of personal control,
trust, and friendship.”®

53. The Survey of Consumer Finance underreports income in g
of the Census. The undercount of income in the Survey of

eneral, relative to the Current Population Survey of the U.S. Bureau
Consumer Finance yields higher overall poverty rates, but there is

no reason to believe that the income undercount is biased in 2 manmer that would significantly affect the relative probabil-

ities of poverty by family type as represented in the text.

54 Committee on Ways and Means, 1998 Green Book, p. 340.

55, Philip K. Robins, “Child Supportt, Welfare Dependency, and Poverty,” American Economic Review, Vol. 976 {1986),

pp. 768-786.

56. Peter Hill, “Recent Advances in Selected Aspects of Adolescent Development,” Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry,

Vol. 34 (1993), pp. 69-89.

57 Judith $. Wallerstein and Joan Berlin Keily, Surviving the Breakup: How Children and Parents Cope with Divorce (New York:

Basic Books, 1980},

58 Nadia Garnefski and Rene E W. Diekstra, «Adolescents from One Parent, Steppatent and Intact Families: Emotional
Problerns and Suicide Attempts,” Journal of Adolescence, Vol 20 (1997), pp. 201-208,

59. Alan C. Acock and K. Hill Kiecolt, “Is It Family Structure or Socioeconomic Status? Family Structure During Adolescence

and Adult Adjustment,” Social Forces, Vol. 68 {1989}, pp.

income into account.

553571, This held true even after taking the effects of reduced

13
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« The National Surveys of Children, a major lon-
gitudinal federal study done in three waves
during the 1980s, found that divorce was asso-
ciated with a higher incidence of several men-
tal health problems in children: depression;-
withdrawal from friends and family; aggres-
sive, impulsive, or hyperactive behavior; and
either withdrawing from participation in the
classroom or becoming disruptive.

« Researchers from Johns Hopkins University
and the University of Chicago found that the
adult children of divorced parents experience
mental health problems significantly more
often than do the adult children of intact fami-
lies.él :

« The General Social Surveys of 1996 and 1998
show that the incidence of adults not being
“too happy” varies significantly, depending on
the type of family in which they grew up:
Those whose parents divorced have reported
being not “too happy” at twice the rate of those
who grew up with both of their parents. Those
who had a parent die during childhood fall
halfway between these happiness rates.®?

« The British National Longitudinal Study, which
continuously tracked a national sample of chil-
dren born in 1958, has shown that divorce is
associated with a substantial 39 percent
increase in the risk of psychopathokogy:&

Children younger than five years of age are
found to be particularly vulnerable to the emo-
tional conflicts occurring during the separation
and diverce of their parents.f’* They cling more to
their parents and regress more often to problems
that are characteristic of younger childrer, such as
bedwetting. Older children frequently withdraw
frorm home life and seek intimacy away from
_}wme.'f‘5

Judith Wallerstein’ study suggests that when
divorce occurs in mid-childhood (between ages six
and eight), a large portion of children experience
persistent feelings of sadness and a need for con-
stant reassurance about their performance in many
of life’s tasks. For these children, anxieties run very
high about their relationships with the opposite
sex, personal commitments later in life (particu-
Jarly during the late high school years), and mar-
riage. These young adults are most acutely
concerned about betrayal in romantic relation-
ships, both present and future; they also are con-
cerned about being hurt or abandoned by a fiancé
or spouse.? Other studies have found the same
pattern of “attachment insecurities” and low self-
esteem among college students with divorced par-
ents. %

if divorce occurs when the children are teenag-
ers (12 to 15 years of age), they tend to react in
two very different ways: by attempting to avoid
growing up or by attempting to “speed through”

60, Popenoe, Life Without Father, p. 62, reporting on the work of Wells, Rankin, Demo, and Acock.
61. Andrew J. Cherlin, P Lindsay Chase-Lansdale, and Christine McRae, “Effects of Parental Divorce on Mental Health

Throughout the Life Course,” American Saciological Review,

Vol. 63 (April 1998), pp. 245-246.

62. Personal communication from Thomas Smith, Ph.D., NORC, University of Chicago, reporting on data from the General
Social Survey on “not too happy,” which found that 8.8 percent lived with both parents; for 12.7 percent, a parent had

died; for 15.7 percent, parents were divorced.

63. P Lindsay Chase-Lansdale, Andrew ]. Cherlin, and Kathleen E. Kiernan, “The Long-Term Effects of Parental Divorce on the
Mental Health of Young Adults: A Developmental Perspective,” Child Development, Vol. 66 (1995], pp. 1614-1634.

54, Standing Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs, To Have and To Held, p. 35.

65. Ibid., p. 34, reporting on the research of M. P Richards and M. Dyson.

66. Jjudith S. Wallerstein, “Children of Divorce: Report of a Ten-Year Follow-Up of Early Latency-Age Children,” American

Journal of Orthopsychiatry, Vol. 57 {1987}, pp. 196-21L

67. Julie J. Evans and Bernard L. Bloom,
Remarriage, Vol. 26 (1997}, pp. 69-88.

“Effects of Parental Divorce Among College Undergraduates,” Journal of Divorce and

14
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adolescence.5® Other disturbing outcomes for
teenagers include increased aggression, loss of self-
confidence,®® and particularly a sense of loneli-
ness.”° Boys are much more likely to be depressed
than girls..-‘rl Early sexual activity, substance abuse
or dependence, hostile behavior, and depression
also are more likely following a divorce. These
reactions are more likely if the parents divorce
before the child reaches age five, slightly less likely
if they divorce after the child reaches age 10, and
seemingly least likely during the years in
between—a period sometimes called “the latency
phase” by psychologists.n

Unlike the experience of their parents, the
child’s suffering does not reach its peak at the time
of the divorce and then level off. Rather, the emo-
tional effects of the parents’ divorce can be played
z=d replayed throughout the next three decades of
2 childs life.” For instance, one longitudinal
study tracked children whose parents divorced in
1946 and tested them two and three decades later.
Even 30 years after the divorce, negative long-term

Barkgraiiiter
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effects were clearly present in the income, health,
and behavior of many of the grown offspring.”*

_These long-lasting effects are found in country
after country. The British National Longitudinal
Study cited above found a strong link between
parental divorce during the middle and late child-
hood years (ages seven through 16) and signifi-
cantly lower mental health status in young
adulthood, with a 39 percent increase in the risk
of psychopathology. 73 A large Finnish study found
that at age 22, children of divorced parents experi-
enced more frequent loss of jobs, more conflict
with their bosses, and more separation and-
divorce; they also had more abortions.”® A large
Swedish sample (over 14,000) confirms again the
negative mental health effects of parents’ divorce
on children, no matter what the socioeconomic
status of the family may be.”” German research
yields similar findings,”® and a recent Australian
parliamentary report reached similar conclu-
sions.

68. Murray M. Kappelman, “The Impact of Divorce on Adolescents,” American Family Physician, Vol. 35 (1987), pp. 200-206.

69. Michael Workman and john Beer, “Aggression, Aleohol Dependency, and Self-Consciousness Among High School Students
of Divorced and Non-Divorced Parents,” Psychological Reports, Vol. 71 (1992), pp. 279-286. :

70. Randy M. Page, “Adolescent Loneliness: A Priority for School Health Education,” Health Education Quarterly, Vol. 15

(1988), pp. 20-23.

71.Ronald L. Simons, Khui-Hsu Lin, Leslie C. Gordon, Rand D. Conger, and Frederick O. Lorenz, “Explaining the Higher
Incidence of Adjustment Problems Among Children of Divorce Compared with Those in Two-Parent Families,” Journal of

Marriage and the Family, Vol. 61 (1999), pp. 1020-1033.
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77. Popenoe, Life Without Father, p. 58, reporting on the findings of Duncan W T. G. Timms, “Family Structure in Childhood
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Increasing Rates of Suicide

Higher divorce rates in a society lead to higher
suicide rates among children. As the work of Patri-
cia McCall. a sociology professor at North Carolina
State University, shows, the most frequent back-
ground characteristic among adolescents who
commit suicide is the divorce of their parents.®

This link between the rise in adolescent suicide
in the past three decades and parental divorce can
be found again and again in the literature;®! and in
cross-cultural studies of Japan and the United
States,3? as well as Holland, the link between
divorce and the frequency of thoughts of suicide is
clear.® -

Suicide is often triggered by the childs thoughts
that his Egarerits have rejected him®* or lost interest
in hi Such a perception on the part of the
child is sometimes based in reality.

Increased Health Risks

Divorce affects not only the emotional and men-
tal life of the child, but also his physical health—

Bt

June 5, 2000

even the length of his life. According to one study,
the life spans of children whose parents divorce
before the children have reached their 21st birth-
day are shortened by an average of four years.8¢

« A longitudinal study that tracked over 1,500
privileged middle-class children with high 1Qs
over their life span found a significantly higher
mortality rate for those whose parents
divorced, compared with those from intact
families.?” Another study found that these
mortality rates increase when the divorce
occurs before the child’s fourth birthday®

Health effects during childhood include a dou-
bling of the risk of asthma and a significant
increase in injury rates % A separate study con-
firmed these findings and went on to note that the
negative health effects of divorce did not abate
when the mother remarried.?® Swedish research-
ers have found that, even in early adulthood, dif-
ferences in health risk and rates of hospitalization
are apparent after controlling for family and social
background. (They also found the increased mor-
tality rates mentioned above.)’}

80. Patricia L McCall and Kenneth C. Land, “Trends in White Male Adolescent, Young-Adult, and Elderly Suicide: Are There
Common Underlying Structural Factors?” Secial Science Research, Vol. 23 (1994), pp. 57-81.

81. Larson et al., The Costly Consequences of Divorce, p. 124; Carmen Noevi Velez and Patricia Cohen, “Suicidal Behavior and

Ideation in a Community Sample of Children: Maternal a
Adolescent Psychiatry, Vol. 27, (1988), pp. 349-.356; Frankl
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nd Youth Reports,” Journal of the American Academy of Child and
yn L. Nelson et dl., “Youth Suicide in California: A Comparative
Mental Health Journal, Vol. 24, (1088), pp. 3142,

82. David Lester and Kazuhiko Abe, “The Regional Variation of Divorce Rates in Japan and the United States,” Journal of Divorce

and Remarriage, Vol. 18 (1993), pp. 227-230.
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84. Larson et al., The Costly Consequences of Diverce, p. 126.
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Work, Vol. 32 (1987), pp. 477-484.
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HOW DIVORCE AFFECTS THE FAMILY

Divorce affects all the major institutions of soci-
ety, but none more than the family itself and the
child’s capacity to sustain family life as an adult.
The severing of the relationship between mother
and father rends the hearts of most children, mak-
ing their own capacity to have deep and trusting
relationships more tenuous. For many children,
the divorce of their parents is the beginning of an
intergenerational cycle of family fracturing that is
passed on to their children and grandchildren.

Because of the negative impacts that divorce has
on educational attainment, health, community life,
and (as will be shown below) religious worship, it
is particularly troubling that divorce seems to per-
petuate itself across successive generations. The
negative impact of divorce on home life is so
strong that children of divorced parents struggle as
adults to create a positive, healthy family environ-
ment for their own children. All too often, adults
who experienced divorce as children prove less
capable of breaking the cycle and instead pass on a
legacy of tragedy to their children and their chil-
dren’s children.

Specifically, divorce leads to the following:
s Weaker parenta-child relationships;

« Destructive ways of handling conflict within

the family;
+ Diminished social competency with peers;

+ A diminished sense of masculinity or feminin-
ity in adolescence;

«  Troubled courtships;

Backdrsiiider

June 5, 2000

+ Increases in premarital teenage sexual activity,
number of sexual partners during adolescence,
and out-of-wedlock childbirths;

« Higher numbers of children leaving home ear-
lier, as well as higher levels of cohabitation for
these children; and

« Higher divorce rates for the children of
divorced parents.

Weakened Parent—Child Relationships

Not only do parents divorce each other, but they
in effect divorce or partially divorce their children.
The primary effect of divorce (and of the conflicts
that lead to divorce) is the deterioration of the rela-
tionship between the child and at least one par-
ent.92 Often, a deterioration of relations occurs
between the child and both the custodial and non-
custodial parents. Divorced mothers, despite their
best intentions, are less able than married mothers
to give the same level of emotional support to their
children.?? Divorced fathers are less likely to have
a close relationship with their children; and the
younger the children are at the time of the divorce,
the more likely the father is to drift away from reg-
ular contact with the children.¥*

Divorce presents most parents with two sets of
problemns: their personal adjustment to the divorce
and their adjustment to the new and different role
of divorced parent. As many as 40 percent are S0
stressed by the divorce that their child-rearing
behavior suffers.> They frequently change from
rigid to permissive behavior, and from emotionally
distant to emotionally dependent.gf’

91. Family in America Digital Archive (Rockford, 111.: Rockford Institute, 1996), p. 854, reporting on Anders Romelsjo et al.

{1992).

97 Elizabeth Meneghan and Toby L. Parcel, “Scial Sources of Change in Children’s Home Environments: The Fffects of
Parental Occupational Experiences and Family Conditions,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, Vol. 57 (1995}, pp. 69-84,
and Spruijt and de Goede, “Transition in Family Structure and Adelescent Well-Being,” pp. 897-911.

93 Jane E. Miller and Diang Davis, "Poverty History, Marital History, and Cruality of Childrens Home Environments,” Journal of

Marriage and the Family, Vol. 59 (1997), pp. 996-1007.

04, Yoram Weiss and Robert J. Willis, “Children as Collective Goods and Diverce Settlements,” Journal of Labor Economics,

Vol. 3 (1985), pp. 268-292.
05. Wallerstein and Kelly, Surviving the Breakup, pp. 224-225.
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After divorce, children tend to become more
emotionally distant from both the custodial and
non-custodial parent.®” This distancing effect is
stronger than the similar effect that occurs among
children living with parents who are married but
unhappy and quarreling with each other.”®

Compared with continuously married mothers,
divorced mothers—whether custodial or non-cus-
todial—are likely to be less affectionate and less
communicative with their children and to disci-
pline them more harshly and more inconsistently,
especially in the first year after the divorce.”® In
particular, divorced mothers have problems with
their sons, though their relationship is likely to
improve within two years'% even when some dis-
cipline problems persist up to six years after the
divorce. 19!

Children’s contact with their fathers does not
fare well, especially for non-custodial fathers.
Their contact declines over time, though this pat-
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tern is less pronounced the older the child is when
the divorece occurs.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the National
Survey of Families and Households found that
sbout one in five divorced fathers had not-seen
their children in the past year, and less than half
the fathers saw their children more than a few
times a year. %> By adolescence (between the ages
of 12 and 16), less than half of children living with
their separated, divorced, or remarried mothers
had seen their fathers at all in more than one year,
and only one in six saw their fathers as often as
once a week.%* In addition, paternal grandpar-
ents frequently cease to see their grandchildren as
their son’s contact with his children diminishes.!®

The quality of the relationship that divorced
fathers have with their sons, often troubled before
the divorce, tends to become significantly worse
after the breakup.}%® Finally, the higher the level of
conflict during the divorce, the more likely the dis-
tance between father and children afterwards.1%7

06. Robert Emery, Marriage, Divorce, and Children’s Adjustment (Newbury Park, Cal.: Sage Publications, 1988), pp. 81-86.
97. Paul R. Amato and Alan Booth, A Generation at Risk (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1997), p. 69, reporting

the findings of Rossi and Rossi (1991).

98. bid., p. 73. Such unhappy but married families frequently exhibit many of the effects of divorce. See Paul R. Amato and
Alan Booth, “Consequences of Parental Divorce and Marital Unhappiness for Adult Well-Being,” Social Forces, Vol. 69

(1991), pp. 895-914.

99, F. Mavis Hetherington, Roger Cox, and Martha Cox, “Effects of Divorce on Parents and Children in Nontraditional
Families,” in Michael E. Lamb, ed., Parenting and Child Development (New York: L. Erlbaum Associates, 1982), pp. 223—
288. There is increasing evidence that many divorced families had these patterns long before the divorce. See Paul R.
Amato and Alan Booth, “A Prospective Study of Divorce and Parent-Child Relationships,” Journal of Marriage and the
Family, Vol. 58 (1996), p. 357, and Miller and Davis, “Poverty History, Marital History, and Quality of Children’ Home

Environments,” p. 1004,

100. Hetherington et al., “Effects of Divorce on Parents and Children,” pp. 223-288.

101, E. Mavis Hetherington, Roger Cox, and Martha Cox, “Long-Term Effects of Divorce and Remarriage on the Adjustment of.
Children,” Journal of the American Academy of Child Psychiatry, Vol. 24 (1985), pp. 518-330.

102. Judith A. Seltzer, “Relationships Between Fathers and Children Who Live Apart: The Fathers Role After Separation,
Journal of Marriage and the Family, Vol. 53 (1991), pp. 79-102.

103, This federally funded survey of 13,000 respondents was conducted by the University of Wisconsin in 1987-1968 and
again in 1992-1994. See Seltzer, “Relationships Between Fathers and Children Who Live Apart.”

104. Popence, Life Without Father, p. 31, reporting on the findings of the National Survey of Children.

105. Janet Finch and Jennifer Mason, “Divorce, Remarriage and Family Obligations,” Sociclogical Review, Vol. 38 (1990},

pp. 231-234.

106. Nicholas 7Zill, Daniel Morrison, and M. J. Coiro, “Long Termn Effects of Parental Divorce on Parent-Child Relationships,
Adjustment, and Achievement in Young Adulthood,” Journal of Family Psychology, Vol. 7 (1993), pp. 91-103.
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These facts do not bode well for the lifetime
happiness of children of divorce. Young adults
who feel emotionally close to their fathers tend to
be happier and more. satisfied in life, regardless of
their feelings toward their mothers.!%® These
effects are somewhat mitigated the older the child
s when the divorce takes place, the closer the chil-
dren live to the father, and the more frequently
they see him.}%?

The relationships of father to daughter and
mother to son have their own special twists: Boys,
especially if they are living with their mothers,
respond with more hostility to parental divorce
than girls do, both immediately after the divorce
and for a period of years therealter. Girls often fare

‘worse when living with adult men, either their
father or a stepfather.no By the time children—
particularly daughters—attend college, their affec-
tion for their divorced father has waned signifi-
cantly 111

Stepfamily life does not solve these problems.
The level of contact between the children and their
natural parents is not restored to the level enjoyed
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by children in intact families.!*? Nor does remar-
riage restore the enjoyment of the role of parent for
most divorced parents. They have fewer enjoyable
times with their children, more disagreements
with them, and more altercations than intact {fami-
lies do. 13

Moreover, children of divorced parents rate the
support they receive from home much lower than
do children from intact homes.}1* These negative
ratings become more pronounced bly the time they
are in high school! ¥ and college. 11

Even older young adults whose parents divorce
report turmoil and disruption. They deeply dislike
the strains and difficulties that arise in daily ritu-
als, family celebrations, family traditions, and spe-
cial occasions and see these losses as major.

Grown children continue to view their parents’
divorce quite differently than the parents do. Psy-
chologist Judith Wallerstein was the first to disturb
the nation with her widely reported research on
the effects of divorce on children.}!® Her research
continued through many follow-up studies on the

107. Janet Johnston, “High Conflict Divorce,” The Future of Children, Vol. 4 (1994), pp. 165-182, and Amato and Booth,
A Generation at Risk, p. 68, reporting the findings of numerous authors.

108. Paul Amato, “Father~Child Relations, Mother—Child Relations and Offspring Psychological Well-Being in Early
Adulthood,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, Vol. 56 (1994), pp. 1031-1042.

100. Amato and Booth, A Generation at Risk, p. 80.

110. Martha J. Zaslow, “Sex Differences in Children’s Response to Parental Divorce: Two Samples, Variables, Ages, and
Sources,” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, Vol. 59 {1989}, pp. 118-141.

111. Theresa M. Cooney, Michael A. Smyer, Gunhild O. Hagstad, and Robin Klock, “Parental Divorce in Young Adulthood:
Some Preliminary Findings,” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, Vol. 56 (1986), pp. 470-477.

112. Diane N. Lye, Daniel H. Klepinger, Patricia Davis Hyle, and Anjanette Nelson, “hildhood Living Arrangements and

Adult Children’ Relations with Their Parents,” Demography,

Vol. 32 (1995), pp. 261-280.

113. Alan C. Aceck and David H. Demo, Family Diversity and Well-Being {Thousand Qzks, Cal.: Sage Publications, 1994),

Chapter 5.

114. Miller and Davis, “Poverty History, Marital History, and Quality of Children’s Home Environments,” p. 1002,

115. Thomas S. Parish, “Evaluations of Family by Youth: Do They Vary asa Function of Family Structure, Gender and Birth

Order?” Adolescence, Vol 25 {(1900), pp. 354--356.

116. Thomas S. Parish, “Evaluations of Farmily as a Function of

Vol. 66 {1988), pp. 25-26.

{ine’s Family Structure and Sex,” Perceptual and Motor Shiils,

117. Marjorie A. Pett, Nancy Long, and Anita Gander, “Late-Life Diverce: Its impact on Family Rituals,” Journal of Family

Issues, Vol. 13 (1992), pp- 526-552.

118. Erom research on children frem families in the affluent M
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children. Wallerstein found that 15 years after the
divorce, while 80 percent of divorced mothers and
50 percent of divorced fathers felt that the divorce
was good for them, only 10 percent of the children

" felt positive about TR

This emotional distance between children and
parents lasts well into adulthood and may become
permanent. As adults, children of divorced parents
are half as likely to be close to their parents as are
children of intact families. They have less [requent
contact with the parent with whom they grew
up?2?? and much less contact with the divorced
parent from whom they have been separated.u}*
The financial assistance, practical heip, and emo-
tional support between parents and children
diminish more quickly than they do in intact fami-
lies.lll

Also, children of divorce ate less likely to think
they should support their parents in old age. 123
This finding alone portends a monumental prob-
lem for the much-divorced baby-boom generation
that will become the dependent generation of eld-
erly during the first half of this new century.
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Destructive Ways of Handling Conflict

Diverce diminishes the capacity of children to
handle conflict. One important difference between
marriages that stay intact and those that end in
divorce is the couple’ ability to handle conlflict
and move toward agreement. Children of divorced
parents can acquire the same incapacity to work
through conflict from their parents.

For instance, compared with students from
intact families, college students from divorced
families use violence more frequently to resolve
conflict. They are more likely to be aggressive and
physically violent with their friends, both male
and female.}?* In their own marriages, children of
divorced parents are more likely to be unhappy, to
escalate conflicts, to reduce communication with
their spouses, to argue, to shout when arguing,
and to assault their spouses physically when they
argue.}25 Thus, the destructive ways of handling
conflict that lead to divorce can be transmitted
across gent»::ratim'ls.126

Diminished Social Competence

Adolescents who have the ability to get along
with peers have acquired a significant social skill
that can lead to greater happiness in their adult

119. As reported in Larson et al., The Costly Consequences of Divorce, p. 42.

120. Amato and Booth, “Consequences of Parental Divorce and Marital Unhappiness for Adult Well-Being,” pp. 895-914, and
Theresa M. Cooney, “Young Adults’ Relations with Parents: The Influence of Recent Parental Divorce,” Journal of Marriage

and the Family, Vol. 56 (1994), pp. 45-56.

121. Lye et al., “Childhood I.iﬁng Arrangements and Adult Children’ Relations with Their Parents,” pp. 261-280, and Will-
iam S. Aquilino, “Later-Life Parental Divorce and Widowhood: Impact on Young Adults’ Assessment of Parent—Child
Relations,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, Vol. 56 (1994), pp. 908-922.

122. Amato and Booth, A Generation at Risk, p. 69, and Teresa M. Cooney and Peter Uhlenberg, “Support from Parents over the
Life Course: The Adult Childs Perspective,” Social Forces, Vol. 71 (1991), pp. 63-83.

123, Aquilino, “Later-Life Parental Divorce and Widowhood,” pp. 908-922.

124, Robert E. Billingham and Nicole L. Notebaert, “Divorce and Dating Violence Revisited: Multivariate Analyses Using
Seraus’s Conflict Tactics Subscores,” Psychological Reports, Yol. 73 (1993}, pp. 679-684.

125. Pamela $. Webster, Terri L. Ovbuch, and James 5. House, “Effects of Childhood Family Background on Adult Marital
Quality and Perceived Stability,” American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 101 (1995}, pp. 404432,

126. Researchers have found that children of violent parents fare better in general if their parents separate rather than stay
together. However, if the parents’ conflict is niot violent or intense, children fare better in their own marriages if the parents
stay married rather than divorce. See Amato and Booth, A Generation at Risk, p. 115. The best solution to restore family
harmony would be for parents to learn how to handle conflict and for violent spouses to become nonviolent and learn to

cooperate.
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family life and in the workplace. & ottt - ) — o
The parental conflicts that sur- e
round divorce and the social dis- Problem Behaviors of Children by Parents’ Marital Status

ruption that accompanies it place B
this competence at risk. Nurnber of incidents During Measured Tme. e o e

When parents are in the throes ? mmage
of a divorce, the conflict is often
accompanied by less affection, less
responsiveness, and more punitive
acts toward the children—all of
which leaves the children feeling
emotionally insecure?’ and more
likely to believe that their social
milieu is unpredictable and -
uncontrollable. 128 The worst trou-

6.6
47 22
EETHE B M e
blemaker in school, the child who N . ] M[ : 1 : SL
Hurt

)
engages in fighting and stealing, is Led About  Stole  Damaged  Gotten Hadto  Skipped
far more likely to come from a bro- Something Froma ~ School  Drunk Someone  Bring  School.
X . Important  Store Prioperty Encughte  Parerts without
ken home than is one that is well- Needa  toSchool Permission

behaved. 1% (See Chart 11.) Boctor

5.2

Source: National L ongitudinal Survey of Youth, 1996.

Gerald Patterson of the Oregon

Social Learning Center says that
“Iploor social skills, characterized by aversive or The faculty at Kent State University conducted a
les, lead directly to rejec- major national study on the effects of divorce. The

coercive interaction sty
tion by normal peers.”! 0 Fear of peer rejection is findings: Compared with children in intact fami-

twice as likely among adolescents of divorced par-  lies, the children of divorced parents do more
ents.}3} They are likely to have fewer childhood poorly in ratings by their parents and teachers on
friends and to complain more about the lack of their peer relationships, hostility toward adults,
support they receive from the friends they have.!3?

127. Amato and Booth, A Generation at Risk, p. 137, reviewing the findings of Davies and Cummings (1994).

128. Ibid.

120. Rex Forehand, “Family Characteristics of Adolescents Who Display Overt and Covert Behavior Problems,” journal of
Behavior Therapy and Experimental Psychiatry, Vol. 18 (1987), pp. 325-328.

130. John M. Gottman and John T. Parkhurst, “A Developmental Theory of Friendship and Acquaintanceship Processes,” Min-
nesota Symposium o Child Psychology, 1978, cited in Gerald R. Patterson and Thomas J. Dishion, “Contributions of Families
and Peers to Delinquency,” Criminology, Vol. 23 (1985), pp. 63-79.

131. Dorothy Tysse Breen and Margamt Croshie-Burnett, “Moral Dilemmas of Early Adolescents of Divorced and Intact
Families: A Qualitative and Quantitative Analysis,” Journal of Early Adolescence, Vol 13 (1093}, pp. 168-182.

132. Sylvie Drapeau and Camil Bouchard, “Support Networks and Adjustment Among 6 10 16-Year-Olds {rom Maritally
Disrupted and Intact Families,” Journal of Divorce and Remarriage, Yol. 10 (1993}, pp. 75-94. Daughters of divorced
parents in a University of Michigan study had significantly greater difficulty in having and keeping {riends and were more
frequently depressed when at college. See Kristen M. McCabe, “Sex Differences in the Long-Term Effects of Divorce on
Children: Depression and Heterosexual Relationship Difficulties in the Young Adult Years,” Journal of Divorce and Remar-

riage, Vol. 27 (1997), pp. 123134
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anxietgi, withdrawal, inattention, and aggres-
sion.**3

Diminished Sense of Femininity or
Masculinity .

Many teenagers struggle with feelings of inade-
quacy and frequently tumn these feelings into erro-
neous judgments of peer rejection. Daughters of
divorce find it more difficult to value their femi-
ninity or to believe that they are genuinely lovable.
Sons of divorced parents frequently demonstrate
less confidence in their ability to relate with
women, either at work or romantically '>*

Children, especially pre-teen children (ages nine
to 12), who maintain a good relationship and fre-
quent contact with their fathers after a divorce are
better able to maintain their self-confidence.'*
Attachment to their mothers alone does not suffice
to build self-confidence.!2% As pointed out above,
however, contact with fathers generally diminishes
over time.

Increased Trouble in Courtship

" The divorce of parents makes romance and
courtship more difficult and tenuous for the chil-
dren as they reach adulthood.!37 Older teenagers
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and young adults date more often, have more
failed romantic relationships, and experience a
more rapid turnover of dating partners.!?® Not
surprisingly, this leads to a greater number of sex-
ual partners,’>” which in itself creates a grave risk
that one will accluii'e an incurable sexually trans-
mitted disease.!*

These effects on dating seem to be the strongest
when the divorce takes place during the child’s
teenage years,}*! but they also carry into adult-
hood. Young adult children of divorced parents
trust their fiancés less (they expect them to give
less and to be less committed) and tend to love
their partners less altruistically (they give less and
are not to be expected to give as much).1*2 They
fear being rejected, and the lack of trust frequently
hinders a deepening of their relationships. 143

The divorce of parents changes the marriage
expectations of their children. Compared with
children of always-married parents, children of
divorced parents have more positive attitudes
toward divorce,}** have less favorable attitudes
toward marriage,'*> are less likely to insist on a
lifelong marital commitment,*® and are less likely
to think positively of themselves as potential par-
ents. 147 These differences in attitudes among chil-

133. John Guidubaldi, Joseph D. Perry, and Bonnie K. Nastasi, “Growing Up in a Divorced Family: Initial and Long Term
Perspectives on Childrens Adjustment,” Applied Social Psychology Annual, Vol. 7 (1987), pp. 202-237.

134. Neil Kalter, “Long-Term Effects of Divorce on Children: A Developmental Vulnerability Model,” American Journal of

Orthopsychiatry, Vol. 57 (1987), pp. 595-597.

135. See Elizabeth §. Scott, “Rational Decision Making About Marriage and Divorce,” Virginia Law Review, Vol, 76, No. ©

(1990}, pp. 28-38.

136. Susan ]. McCurdy and Avraham Scherman, “Effects of Family Structure on the Adolescent Separation-Individuation

Process,” Adolescence, Vol 31 (1996), pp. 307-318.

137. Spruijt and de Goede, “Transition in Family Structure and Adolescent Well-Being,” pp. 897-911.
138. Medical Institute for Sexual Health, Sexual Health Today (Austin, Tex.: Medical Institate of Sexual Health, 1987), p. 103.

130, Amato and Booth, A Generation at Risk, p. 107, swimming up the findings of Booth, Brinkerhoff, and White (1984);
Furstenberg and Teitler (1994); Hetherington {(1972); Newcomer and Udry (1987).

140, Institute of Medicine, The Hidden Epidemic (Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 1997), Chapter 3 and Chapter %.

141. Amato and Booth, A Generation at Risk, p. 111,

142. Heather E. Sprague and Jennifer M. Kinmey, “The Effects of Interparental Divorce and Conflict on College Students’
Romantic Relationships,” Journal of Divorce and Remarriage, Vol. 27 (1997), pp. 85-104.

143. Stacy Glaser Johnston and Amanda McCombs Thomas, “Divorce Versus Intact Parental Marriage and Perceived Risk and
Dyadie Trust in Present Heterosexual Relationships,” Psychological Reports, Vol. 78 (1996}, pp. 387-3%0,
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dren of divorced parents are noticeable even as
early as kindergarten.

To avoid divoree, 1*? some children of divorced
parents become more selective in choosing a mar-
riage partner, while some remain very uncertain of
marriage and their own ability to handle it.!>"
Judith Wallerstein, in studying the children of
divorced parents in Marin County, California,
found that even a decade after a divorce, children
experienced persistent anxiety about their own
chances of having a happy marriage. This anxiety
interfered with their ability to form a lasting mar-
riage; some failed to form satisfying romantic ties,
while others rushed into impulsive unhappy mar-
riages.}!

Men whose parents have divorced are more
inclined to be simultaneously hostile and a “res-
cuer” of the women to whom they are attracted
than are the men raised by parents of an intact
marriage. The latter groups style is more open,
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affectionate, and cooperative.15 2 Women whose
parents divorced are more likely to be hampered
or even overwhelmed by anxiety when it comes
time to decide on marriage.'>> The problem of
being overly meek or overly dominant, both of
which indicate a lack of capacity to arrive at con-
sensual agreement with others, is much more
prevalent in the romantic relationships and mar-
riages of the children of divorced parents than it is
among children of intact marriages.

Increase in Teen Sex, Multiple Partners, and
Out-of-Wedlock Births

When parents divorce, their children’s attitudes
about sexual behavior change. Children’s approval
of premarital sex and cohabitation and divorce
rises dramatically, while their endorsement of mar-
riage and childbearing is reduced.

American'>% and British!>’ studies show that
daughters of divorced parents will be more likely

144. Paul R, Amato and Alan Booth, “The Consequences of Divorce for Attitudes Toward Divorce and Gender Roles,” Journal of

Family Issues, Vol. 12 (1991), pp- 306-322.

145. A. Marlene Jennings, Connie J. Salts, and Thomas A, Smith, Jr., “Attitudes Toward Marriage: Effects of Parental Conflict,

Farnily Structure, and Gender,” Journal of Divorce and Remarriage, Vol. 17 (1992}, pp. 67-78.

146. Kristen A. Moore and Thomas M. Stief, “Changes in Marriage and Fertility Behavior: Behavior Versus Attitudes of Young
Adults,” unpublished study, Child Trends, Inc., Washington, D.C., july 1089,

147. Jennifer 1anghinrichsen-Rohling and Colleen Dostal, “Retrospective Reports of Family-of-Origin Divorce and Abuse and
College Students’ Pre-Parenthood Cognitions,” Journal of Family Violence, Vol. 11 (1996), pp- 331-348.

148. Elizabeth Mazur, “Developmental Differences in Children’s Understanding of Marriage, Divoree, and Remarriage,” Journal
of Applied Developmental Psychology, Vol. 14 (1993}, pp- 191-212.

149, Paul Amato, “Explaining the Intergenerational Transmission of Divorce,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, Vol. 58
(1996), p. 628, reviewing the findings of Amato {1987); Amato and Booth (1991); Thornton and Freedman {1982).

150. Judith Wallerstein and Sandra Blakeslee, Second Chances: Men, Women, and Children a Decade After Divorce (Béston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1696}, Part HL

151. Tbid., pp. 169-172.

152. Silvio Silvestri, “Marital Instability in Men from Intact and Divorced Families: Interpersonal Behavior, Cognitions and
Intimacy,” Journal of Diverce and Remarriage, Vol. 18 (1992}, pp. 79-106.

153. Wallerstein and Blakesiee, Second Chances, pp. 207-307.

154. Robert Boigar, Hallie Zweig-Frank, and Joel Paris, “hildhood Antecedents of Interpersonal Problerns in Young Adult
Children of Divorce,” Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, Vol. 34 (1995), pp. 143-150.
155. William G. Axinn and Arland Thornton, “The Influence of Parents’ Marital Dissolutions on Childrens Attitudes Toward

Family Formation,” Demography, Vol. 33 {1996), pp. 6681,

156, Hetherington et al., “Long-Term Effects of Divorce and Remarriage on the Adjusment of Children,” pp. 518-530, and
| arson et al.. The Costly Consequences of Divorce, p. 163, reviewing the findings of Kinnaird and Gerrard (1986).
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to endorse premarital sex'*® and engage in early
sexual intercourse outside of marriage. 39 Accord-
ing to the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth,
African-American girls are 42 percent less likely to
have sexual intercourse before age 18 if their bio-
logical father is present at home. For Hispanic—
American girls, the stepfathers presence increases
the likelihood of sexual intercourse before age 18
by 72 percent. 160 Fyurthermore, any sexual permis-
siveness on the part of divorced parents signifi-
cantly increases permissive attitudes and behavior
in both sons and daughters.'®! As with other fam-
ily behaviors, children lean sexual permissiveness
from their parents.

The rate of virginity among teenagers at all ages
is highly correlated with the presence or absence
of married parents.6? Indeed, each change in
family structure during adolescence (from married
to divorced, from single to married, or from
divorced to stepfamily) increases the risk of initia-
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tion of sexual intercourse by one-third among the
teenage children of these unions. 163 1 Britain,
children of divorced parents are three times as
likely to have a child out of wedlock, corréxfared
with children of intact married famnilies.}®%

Following a divorce, most mothers have to work
full-time; this combination of divorced and full-
time working mothers leads to the highest levels of
sexual activity'®” in teenage children and is signif-
icantly correlated with having multiple sexual
partners after a teenager becomes an adult 166

Leaving Home Earlier and Cohabiting More

The less happiness there is in their parents’ mar-
riage, the eatlier children leave their parents’ home
to move out on their own, cohabit, or get mar-
ried.*7 Children of divorced parents move away
from their families of origin in greater propor-
tion 18 and earlier'®® than do children of intact

157. Kathleen Kiernan, “The Impact of Family Disruptions in Childhood on Transitions Made in Young Adult Life,” Population

Studies, Vol. 46 (1992), pp. 213-234.

158. Axinn and Thomton, “The Influence of Parents’ Marital Dissolutions,” pp. 66-81.

159. Arland Thornton, *The Influence of the Family on Premarital Sexual Attitudes and Behavior,” Demography, Vol. 24, 1987,
pp. 329-337. These findings hold regardless of ethnic background. See Carolyn A. Smith, “Factors Associated with Early
Sexual Activity Among Urban Adolescents,” Social Work, Vol. 42 (1997), pp. 334-346,

160. Robert Day, “The Transition to First Intercourse Among Racially and Culturally Diverse Youth,” Journal of Marriage and the

Family, Vol. 54 (1992), pp. 749-762.

161. Standing Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs, To Have and To Hold, p. 36, reporting on the findings of

Whitbeck, Simons, and Kao (1994).

162. Deborah M. Capaldi, Lynn Crosby, and Mike Stoolmiller, “Predicting the Timing of First Sexual Intercourse for At-Risk
Adolescent Males,” Child Development, Vol. 67 (1996), pp. 344-359, and recently found by Robert Lerner, consultant on
national social surveys for The Heritage Foundation, in an unpublished analysis of the National Longitudinal Survey of

Adolescent Health,

163. Brent C. Miller, “The Timing of Sexual Intercourse Among Adolescents: Family, Peer, and Other Antecedents,” Youth and

Society, Vol. 29 (1997), pp. 54-83.

164. Andrew ]. Cherlin, Kathleen E. Kiernan, and P Lindsay Chase-Lansdale, “Parental Divorce in Childhood and Demo-
graphic Outcomes in Young Adulthood,” Demography, Vol. 32 (1995), pp. 255--316.

165, Larson et al., The Costly Consequences of Divorce, p. 131, reviewing the findings of John O, Billy et al. (1994),

166. Ibid., p. 131, reviewing the findings of Seidman, Mosher, and Aral (1994),

167. Powell and Parcel, “Effects of Family Structure on the Earnings Attainment Process,” p. 421; Kathleen Kiernan, “lTeenage
Marriage and Marital Breakdown: A Longitudinal Study,” Population Studies, Vel. 40 (1986}, p. 33

168, Cherlin et al., “Parental Divorce in Childhood and Demographic Outcomes in Young Adulthood,” pp. 209-316.

169. Amato and Booth, A Generation at Risk, p. 69, reporting the consistent findings of Aquilino (1990, 1991); Goldscheider

and Goldscheider {1989, 1993); and Cooney {1994).
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marriages. Stepchildren are 40
percent more likely than chil-
dren of intact marriages 10
leave home at any particular
age to get married, and about
80 percent more likely to leave
home early to cohabit or to set
up their own independent resi-
dence.}7°

Cohabitation

60%"
50 -

40
Children of divorced par-
ents, as noted above, are more
likely than children of always-
married parents to have more
positive attitudes toward _
cohabitation and more negative -
attitudes toward marriage.’
(See Chart 12.) They are twice
to three times as likely to
cohabit and to cohabit ear-
lier,1 7% especially if their par-
ents divorced during their
teenage years.

30
20

10

Percent Ever Cohabited

13% 13%

Rates of Young Adults by Parents’ Marital Status

WM intact Stable Parent Marriage
mmm Unstable Parental Marriage
{7 Divorced Parents

48%

Age 3
Age Of Young Adults

Age 26

Source: Paul Amato and Alan Booth, A Generation at Risk, 1997, p. HIZ

However, when children of an intact marriage
have a poor relationship with a parent, they often
act in ways that are quite similar to children of
divorced parents. In one study, for example,
almost all daughters of divorced parents antici-
pated cohabiting before marriage, regardless of the
level of affection between them and their fathers;
but among daughters of intact marriages, it was
those who had poor relationships with their
fathers who anticipated cohabiting.!7*

Higher Probability of Divorce

From the empirical evidence, itis clear that, toa
large degree, the marital instability of one genera-
tion is passed on to the next.} 7> There are different
estimates for the probability of divorce for children
of divorced parents. Some have found the risk to
be more than twice the risk for children of intact
families.}’® '

170. Goldscheider and Goldscheider,
171. Axinn and Thornton,

172. Cherlin et al., “Parental Divorce in Childhood and Demographic Outcomes in Young Adulthoed,”

Amato and Booth, A Generation at Risk, p. 112.
173 Amato and Booth, A Generation at Risk, p. 112,

“The Effects of Childhood Family Structure on Leaving and Returning Home,”

p.- 752

“The Influence of Parents’ Marital Dissolutions,” pp. 66-81.

pp. 299-316, and

174. Suzanne Southworth and J. Conrad Schwarz, “Post-Divorce Contact, Relationship with Father, and Heterosexual Trust in

Female College Students,” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, Vol.

Transmission of Divorce,” p. 628, reviewing the findings of Bumpass, Martin,

175. Amato, “Explaining the Intergenerational

and Sweet (1991); Keith and Finlay {1988); Kulka and Weingarten (1979},
Effects on Individual Behavior and Longevity,” Journal of Personality

{1976). See also Joan 5. Tucker et al., “Parental Divorce:
and Social Psychology, Yol. 73 (1997}, pp. 385-386.

57 (1987), pp. 379-381.

Mueller and Pope (1977); Pope and Mueller
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Daughters of divorced parents tend to divorce
more frequently than do the sons of divorced par-
ents,}?7 with the risk as much as 87 percent
higher during the earlier years of marriage!’® for
- daughters of divorced parents than for those from
intact marriages.' > When the parents of both
spouses have divorced, the risk of divorce is
increased by as much as 620 percent in the early
years of marriage, which declines to 20 percent by
the 11th year of marriage. 18

Given the effects of divorce as already enumer-
ated, this lowered quality of marriagle for children
of divorce should not be surprising. '8 1t is evi-
denced in higher levels of jealousy, moodiness,
infidelity, conflicts over money, and excessive
drinking and drug use.18?

Conversely, the continued presence of a married

father in the home strongly predicts the happy
marriage of the child. A 35-year longitudinal study
found that the children of affectionate fathers were
much more likely in their forties to be happily

Barkgroider
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married and mentally healthy and to report good
relationships with their friends. 183 The child with
a father present in the early and adolescent years is
more companionable and responsible as an
adult. ' -

HOW DIVORCE AFFECTS RELIGIOUS
PRACTICE

When a family breaks apart, the rhythm of fam-
ily life is deeply affected, and this often means that
religious practice is disrupted. The diminished
practice of religion, in turn, can have negative con-
sequences.

The data clearly show that parents and children
in intact families are much more likely to worship
than are members of divorced families or stepfami-
lies. 8% Moreover, following a divorce, children are
more likely to stop practicing their faith. 86 Even
when they enter a new stepfamily, their frequency
of reli]%ious worship does not return to its prior
level %7

176. Pamela S. Webster, Terri L. Orbuch, and James 5, House, “Effects of Childhood Family Background on Adult Marital
Quality and Perceived Stability,” American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 101 (1995), pp. 404-432, and Amato and Booth, A
Generation at Risk, p. 109, summing up the findings of Amato (1995); Bumpass, Martin, and Sweet {1991); Glen and
Kramer (1987); Keith and Finfay_(IQBB); Kulka and Weingarten (1979); Pope and Mueller {1976).

177. Norval D. Glenn and Kathryn B. Kramer, “The Marriages and Divorces of the Children of Divorce,” Journal of Marriage and

the Family, Vol. 49 (1987), pp. 811-825.

178. Amato “Explaining the Intergenerational Transmission of Divorce,” p. 628.

179. According to Amato and Booth’ research, the risk is highest when the divorce occurs before the child reaches age 13; the
risk decreases significantly when the parents’ divorce takes place in the child’s teen ycars; finally, the divorce of parents
when offspring are in their twenties may keep the offspring from divorcing their spouses later in life. See Amato, “Explain-
ing the Intergenerational Transmission of Divorce,” p. 638.

180. Ibid.

181, Ibid., p. 109, reviewing the findings of Amato and Booth (1991} Glenn and Kramer (1987); Kulka and Weingarten
(1979); Mcl.eod (1991). This effect can also be found among children of unhappy intact marriages. See Alan Booth and
John N. Edwards, “Transmission of Marital and Family Quality Over the Generations: The Effects of Parental Divorce and

Unhappiness,” Journal of Divorce, Vol. 13 (15903, pp. 41--58.
182. Paul R. Amato and Stacy Rogers, “A Longitudinal Study of Marital Problems and Subsequent Divorce,” Jownal of Marriage
and the Family, Vol. 59 (1997), p. 621.

183, Carol E. Franz, David C. McClelland, and Joel Weinberger, “Childhood Antecedents of Conventional Social Accomplish-
ments in Midlife Adults: A Thirty-Six Year Prospective Study,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 60 (1991},

pp. 5806-595.
184. John Snarey, How Fathers Care for the Next Generation {Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1993), pp. 163164

185. Scott M. Myers, “An Interactive Model of Religiosity Inheritance: The lmportance of Family Context,” American Sociologi-
cal Review, Vol. 61 (1996), pp. 858-866.
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This drop-off in worship has K can B3T3
serious consequences because reli-
gious practice has been found to
have beneficial effects on such fac-

Frequency of Children’s Church Attendance in
Intact and Divorced Families

tors as physical and mental health, bercent Attending
education level, income, v‘irginity, 400 LTSRNt ARENINE SIR s e e __436%__
marital stability, crime, addiction, 35 !; ?worc:‘d 3%

_} imact Marriage

and general happiness. 188 Church
attendance is the most significant
predictor of marital stability;!8? it 25 -
is closely related to sexual 20

22% :

20% :

restraint in adolescence, %" as is 16% _

i 3 15 - — 14% :

the worship of an adolescents par- 12% :
ents.}?! Regular religious wor- 10 - 8% 0%

ship, more than religious attitudes : &% | ' '

or affiliation, is asg;ezciated with 5 . =

lower crime rates* - and lower -
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21%
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rates of use and eldggse-gf glcohol ber Year Times per Month  Week
and thn drugs. .Rehgmus wor- Frequency

ship is associated with better

health!®* and 1ongevity.195 And Source: National Longitudinal Survey of Adolescent Health, 1995,

religious worship reduces the risk
of suicide, both in America and abroad. 1?0

186. A team of sociologists at Nassau Community College in New York developed 2 profile of former believers who had
stopped practicing their religions. See William Feigelman, Bernard S. Gorman, and Joseph A. Varacalli, “Americans Who
Give Up Religion,” Sociology and Social Research, Vol. 76 (1992), pp. 138-143.

187. Myers, “An Interactive Model of Religiosity Inheritance,” pp. 858-866.

188. Patrick E Fagan, “Why Religion Matters: The Impact of Religious Practice on Social Stability,” Heritage Foundation Back-
grounder No. 1064, January 23, 1996.

189. David B. Larson, Susan 5. Larson, and lohn Gartner, “Families, Relationships and Health,” in Danny Wedding, ed., Behav-
ior and Medicine (Baltimore: Mosby Year Book, 1990). See also Lee G. Burchinal, “Marital Satisfaction and Religious Behav-
jor,” American Sociological Review, Vol. 22 (1957), pp- 306-310.

190. Michael j. Donahue, “Aggregate Religiousness and Teenage Fertility Revisited: Reanalysis of Data from the Guttmacher
Institute,” paper presented at Society for the Scientific Study of Religion, Chicago, Llinois, October 1988.

101. Arland D. Thomiton, “Family and Institutional Factersin Adolescent Sexuality,” in U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, Public Health Services, Summaries of Completed Adolescent Family Life Research Projects on Adolescent Sexual
Behavior, internal stalf summary of HHS-funded research papers, 1991.

192. John Gartner, David B. Larson, and George Allen, “Religious Commitment and Mental Health: A Review of the Empirical
Literature,” Journal of Psychology and Theology, Yol. 19 (1991}, pp. 6-25.

193, Ibid. See also Steven R, Burkett and Mervin White, “Rellfire and Delinquency: Another Look,” Journal for the Scientific
Study of Religion, Vol. 13 (1974), pp. 455-462- Deborah Hasin, Jean Endicott, and Collins Lewis, “alechol and Drug Abuse
in Patients with Affective Syndrome,” Comprehensive Psychiatry, Vol. 26 (1985), pp. 283295,

194. . 5. Levin and P L. Schiller, “Is There & Religious Factor in Health?” Journal of Religion and Heaith, Vol. 26 (1987),
Pp. 9-35.

195. J. S. House, C. Robins, and H. L. Metzner, “The Association of Social Relationships and Activities with Mortality: Prospec-
tive Evidence from the Tecumseh Community Health Study,” American Journal of Epidemiclogy, Vol. 114 (1984), p. 129,
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: | future divorce, and out-of-wed-
gosh SPAROTAITENS e e e | lock births as well as the decrease
70 §8% 69% ~ 1} inreligious worship, educational
£1% o ’ { attainment, and income potential
“ooro | 1 should alarm every policymaker
50 | : | and community leader. The
o | ' 39% ; | effects of divorce transcend gener-
32% 210 | ations and contribute to the all-
07 245 1 too-evident cycle of social decay.
20 |
o | Senator Daniel Patrick Moyni-
} ¢ han (D-NY) was right when he
Nefther Momnor  Morm Worshipped, Dad Worshipped,  Both Dad ad said that “COI}WS C?g_filot--k"fgi?’
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in Past 4 weeks the Past 4 weeks  the Past 4 weeks  in the Past 4 weeks , does not mean that politicians
= Vign MW NonVirgin cannot work to change attitudes
Source: Meritage Center for Data Analysis caladations based on data from that undermine families and soci-
National Longitudinal Survey of Adolescent Health, 1995. | ety. Many great politicians, from

Data from the National Longitudinal Survey of
Adolescent Health, for example, illustrate well the
effects of family members’ religious worship in
decreasing teenage sexual activity. (See Chart 13
and Chart 14.)

Thus, the negative consequences from a long-
term decrease in religious worship after the
divorce of a child’s parents result in weakened fam-
ilies and individuals.-

HOW TO REVERSE THESE TRENDS

As the available evidence shows, divorce is bad
for society and very harmful for children. It weak-
ens relationships, communities, cities, states, and
the nation. The increases in the rates of child

Augustus through Ronald Reagan,
have used the podium and the gavel to do exactly
that.*”® But changing Americas attitude toward
divorce will require politicians and civic leaders at
the federal, state, and local levels to make this one
of their most important tasks in the future if Amer-
ica is to protect tomorrow’ children from the
effects of divorce.

Moreover, restoration of marriage will require a
modest commitment of resources to pro-marriage
programs. While fiscal conservatives may balk at
this recommendation, they should consider that
federal and state governments currently spend
$150 billion per year to subsidize and sustain sin-
gle-parent families. By contrast, only $150 million
is spent to strengthen marriage.

106. Charles E. Joubert, *Religious Nonaffiliation in Relation to Suicide, Murder, Rape, and lilegitimacy, Psychological Reports,
Vol 75 (1994), p. 10. See also Jon W, Hoelter, "Religiosity, Fear of Death and Suicide Acceptability,” Suicide and Life

Threatening Behavior, Vol. 9 (1979), pp. 162-172.
197. Congressional Record, Drecemnber 21, 1995, p. 201,

198, Other national leaders are beginning to address marriage stability. Australia, under the leadership of Prime Minister John
Howard, is implementing a program to fund private-sector pre-marriage education projects. See hitp://search.aph.gov.au/
search/Parllnfo. ASPaction=view&item=1 GresulisID=iOIER. Britain, under Prime Minister Tony Blair, is moving in a similar

direction.
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Thus, for every $1,000 spent to deal with the

effects of family disintegration, only $1 is spent to
prevent that disintegration. The folly of such mis-
__placed priorities should be evident to all. Refocus-

ing funds to preserve marria

¢ by reducing divorce

and illegitimacy will not only be good for children
and society, but will save money in the long run as
well.

What Congress Should Do

159, From data at htip://wwwkcdz.gov!nchs!damw

Specifically, Congress should:

Establish, by resolution, a national goal of
reducing divorce among families with children
by one-third over the next decade. Setting
such a goal would immediately focus national
attention on the severe problems related to
divorce. It would send a clear signal to parents
that society values marriage and is concerned
about the effects of divorce on children. In
addition, setting a national goal would help to
channel resources into divorce prevention and
foster new approaches to strengthening mar-
riage. Reducing the divorce rate by one-third
would roll back the rate of divorce to roughly
the level that existed in the early 1970s.

Establish pro-marriage demonstration pro-
mms. The federal government should divert
cufficient funds from existing federal social
programs to establish a wide range of demon-
stration programs to provide training in mar-
riage skills. Such programs should provide
young people, dating couples, and married
couples with the information and tools neces-
sary to help them build and maintain a strong
marriage, including an understanding of the
major reasons why marriages break up. The
programs also should seek to develop skills for
handling conflict, dealing with change, and
enhancing the marital relationship. Such pro-
marriage services should be offered in a variety
of venues, such as churches, community cen-
ters, courts, maternity and childbirth clinics,
health centers, welfare offices, military bases,
and high schools. Control over the programs

Bkt
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should be given to pro-family community
groups with historic commitments o tradi-
tional marriage rather than to indifferent gov-
ernment bureaucracies.

Use surplus welfare funds to strengthen mar-
riage. In 1996, the federal government
reformed welfare, replacing the old AFDC pro-
gram with a new program called Temporary
Assistance to Needy Families (TANF). A prin-
cipal goal of this reform was to stren gthen
marriage and slow the increase in family disin-
tegration. Yet despite Congresss formal pro-
marriage goals in enacting these changes, and
despite the fact that state governments now
have neaily $6 billion in surplus TANF funds,
virtually no TANF money has been spent on
pro-marriage activities. Congress should
require that a certain percentage of TANF
funds be devoted to efforts to reduce divorce
and illegitimacy.

Rebuild the federal-state system for gathering
statistics on marriage and divorce. Since 1993,
the gathering of accurate data on divorce has
stopped; and in 1995, the Clinton Administra-
tion ended federal support for this system. The
gathering of data on marriage and divorce
ceased with a little-noticed anmouncement that
“NCHS [the National Center for Health Statis-
tics] plans to discontinue payments to the
States and other vital registration areas for ihe
collection of detailed data from marriage and
divorce certificates.” %% Half the states no
longer compile data from marriage registries
and divorce couris. Without such data, the
nation cannot assess the true impact of mar-
riage or divorce on the family, the schools, the
community, and the taxpayer. Congress has an
opportunity not only to reverse this knowledge
vacwum, but also 1o establish the template for
collecting such data in the future. Using the
same data template at the local levels would
make the gathering and compilation of the
data simple and fast at the state and national
levels.

h/datasite/frnotice.htm {March 27, 2000).
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+  Direct the National Institute on Drug Abuse to the state by one-third over the next decade. As
estimate the direct and indirect costs to the in the case of setting a national goal, establish-
nation since 1970 of the increase in drug and ing a similar goal in each state would focus
alcohol abuse among divorced parents and attention on the problem of divorce, send a
their children. _ clear signal to parents that society values mar-

) i _ riage, help to channel resources into divorce

»  Create a public health campaign to inform prevention, and foster new approaches to
Americans .Of the health and other risks associ- strengthening marriage.
ated with divorce and the long-term benefits of
marriage. Such a campaign would fit well + Fstablish pro-marriage education and mentor-
within the Department of Health and Human ing programs. State governments should estab-
Services’ Goals 2000 program. lish programs to provide young people, dating

. . . ) couples, and married couples with the infor-

‘ ?::t:igangﬁnm asri?;]:jd‘afnm f:riju:c' _mation and tools necessary to build and main-

area. Govfmors Frank Keating of nglahoma tain strong maTnages. Offerefi in a variety of

) : i _ ’ venues—churches, community centers, courts,
Mike Leavitt of Utah, Bill Owens of Colorado, . d childbirth clinics. health cen-

‘Mike Huckabee of Arkansas, Jeb Bush of Flor- maternity and ¢ irth chinics, health cen
ida, and Mike Foster of Louisiana have pub- Lers, welfar;:l Gﬁllge}f’ 1and h}gih sc&hoo%s-w— ﬂklg:
licly voiced their interest in reforming marriage ?g:ﬁra;n;;; {:; nﬁi;: sz(;;g efvi g zh?; Se and
policy. The focus of the summit should be the enhancin ’sghe en'oy;nent ar% 1 intima g; { the
next steps that should be taken to restore mar- arital re%ationslfi Control over Lhecyro-
riage to its ﬁgﬂﬁﬂ place as the center beam of ms should be ?v;en t pro-famil P )
this society. gra De given Lo pro-iamily cormmt
nity groups with a historic commitment to
e  Give a one-time tax credit to always-married _marriage.

couples when their youngest chxldren reach » Require a married couple with minor children
age 18. Giving a one-time tax credit of, for lete di . .
example, $500 to always-married parents to complete divorce edﬁcauc?n and 2 m ediated
would signal to Americans that an intact mar- co-partnermg pian before filing for divorce.
riage is important and fandamental to the Divorce education can help couples resolve
well.being of children and the nation. This problems and save their marriage; however, it
would re gresent 2 small reward for th‘ose who is most effective when undertaken in the initial
commit their marriages to nurturing the next stages of the divqrce process. Simi}arly, many
generation into adulthood, and it would begin couples have an illusory view of divorce as a
to help offset the marriage penalty in the cur- cost-free escape from their current problems.
rent tax code Requiring a co-partnering plan enables the
’ couple to develop a more realistic picture of
What States Can Do what life will be like after divorce and can
serve as an impetus for the couple to make
Marriage and divorce are governed by state law. renewed efforts to save their current marriage.

States should change their laws to reduce the

impact of divorce on children. Specifically, they *  Promote community-wide marriage policies.

Community-wide marriage policies provide

should: : : .
premarital preparation and education pro-
«  Fstablish a goal within each state to reduce the grams for couples planning to get married, as
divorce rate among parents with children in well as marriage-mentoring programs for cou-

200. Australian Prime Minister John Howard has launched a National Families Strategy as part of the governments response to
a major report by the Legal and Constitutional Affairs Committee of the national parliament.
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ples in troubled marriages. A Community Mar-
riage Covenantis a community-wide endeavor
in which all—or most—churches in the com-
munity agree to build and rebuild solid mar-
riages in their community. They conduct
marriage preparation programs, guide couples
through the first years of marriage, and help
couples thinking of divorce to avoid it with the
support of other couples (including couples
whose marriages were threatened by drug
addiction, adultery, workaholism, gambling,
violence, and depression) who once were in
their shoes but learned how to rebuild their
marriages. A well-executed Community Mar-
riage Covenant project can save up to 80 per-
cent of marriages headed toward divorce,
reconcile more than half of the separated cou-
ples, and enable 80 percent of those in step-
families to become successful parents and
pa"rtners.m1 Many cities that have undertaken
a Community Marriage Covenant project have
seen divorce rates plunge. 2 For instance, in
Modesto, California, the divorce rate has fallen
35 percent in 10 years; in Kansas City, the rate
dropped 35 percent in two years. Community
Marriage Covenant projects are tangible, prac-
tical, and results-oriented.

End “no-fault” divorce?®> for parents with chil-
dren under age 18. No-fault divorce is a mean-
ingless term for children because of the
damage divorce does. Some states (Arizona,
California, Georgia, Kansas, Massachusetts,
Montana, Virginia, Texas, and Washington)
have introduced legislation to require mutual
consent for a no-fault divorce. In the absence
of such a provision, the spouse petitioning for
a divorce has to prove the other spouse’s
“fault.” The welfare of the children should be the
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threshold for divorce. Married couples with chil-
dren under 18 should have to prove that grave
harm will be visited upon the children by the

continuance of the marriage. Judges who were

petitioners in thetr own divorces should be

prohibited by law from presiding over divorce
cases.

Make the Covenant Marriage option available
to couples who seek to marry. In a Covenant
Marriage, couples are bound by force of law to
a marriage contract that lengthens the process
for obtaining a divorce by two years, thus
applying a brake on the divorce. Louisiana and
Arizona have enacted Covenant Marriage laws,
and three other states (Oklahoma, Oregon,
and Texas) have come close. In approximately
25 states, such legislation has been introduced
but has not progressed through the legislative
process. Other states propose improvements
on the concept.

Make the traditional marriage vow of “tll
death us do part” an option in the law. Couples
who choose this option would commit them-
selves to remaining married until death, with
legal separation as their only option if their
marriage had serious problems. The effect of
such a legal commitment would be salutary:
The law is a great teacher, and this legal
emphasis on the seriousness of the marriage
commitment would encourage the ideal of
marriage in society. Couples would undergo
serious preparation before making such a com-
mitment, knowing that it carried the force of
law, This would make for stronger marriages,
since many individuals today get married with
the intention of staying married until death but
find out over time that their spouse had no

201. See http:fhmwman"iagzsavsrs.org/divarcemtes.htm (March 27, 2000).

202, Ihid.

303, In “no-fault” divorce, either partner can end the marriage simply by petitioning for the divorée. This "reform” was intro-
duced on the grounds that assigning "fault” caused greater hostility and division In the divorce proceedings. Even some
ferninists had pushed for no-fault divorce.

204. The Catholic Church’ hierarchy, once opposed to Covenant Marriage laws, has withdrawn objections to an improved
version. From personal communication with the author of the original and the revised versions, Katherine Spaht of the
[ ouisiana State University School of Law.
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such intention. The law and government pro-
vide virtually no protections for such individu-
als or for the institution of marriage, and the
legal loophole of no-fault divorce undermines
the meaning of the marriage commitment.

+ Follow the lead of Oklahoma, which uses Tem-
porary Assistance to Needy Families funds to
promote marriage among the poor. Because
divorce and out-of-wedlock births are the
major routes into poverty, it should stand to
reason that encouraging, preparing, and main-
taining marriage is sound public policy. To this
end, Oklahoma Governor Keating has directed
the State Secretaty of Health and Human Ser-
vices to spend $10 million of the TANF funds
to develop strategies to increase marriage, pre-
vent divorce, and reduce out-of-wedlock
births. Other states should follow this exam-
ple.

+ ‘Take a page from the educational outreach
strategy embodied in Floridas 1998 Marriage
Preservation and Preparation Act. This bill
requires marriage education skills classes for
all high school students and offers a marriage
license fee reduction to couples who take a
minimum four-hour marriage education
course.

CONCLUSION

Divorce has petvasive ill effects on children and
the five major institutions of society—the family,
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the church, the school, the marketplace, and gov-
ernment itsell. If the family is the building block of
society, then matrriage is the foundation. However,
this foundation is growing weaker, with fewer
adults entering into marriage, more adults leaving
it in divorce, and more and more adults eschewing
it aitogether for single parenthood or cohabita-
tion.2%

Given the prevalence of divorce, American chil-
dren today are becoming weaker educationally,
emotionally, and physically. Yet few are willing to
point to divorce as a major contributor to these
problems. Few policymakers like to dwell on the
effects of divorce, but ignoring the problems will
do little to change the culture of divorce. -

To set about the task of rebuilding a culture of
family based on marriage and providing it with all
the protections and supports necessary to make
intact marriages commonplace again, federal,
state, and local officials must begin to talk about
the problem and experiment to find sound strate-
gies. Americas forefathers had to rebuff threats
from outside the nation. Today’s generations are
called to counter threats to America from within.
What is required is the will to act.

—Patrick E Fagan is William H. G. FitzGerald
Senior Fellow in Family and Cultural Issues and
Robert Rector is Senior Research Fellow in Domestic
Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation.

705. Between 1960 and 1990, there was a 41 percent decline in marriage. The number of “never married” people rose from 21
million in 1970 to 46 million in 1996, Cohabitation increased from 430,000 in 1960 to 4.25 million in 1998, a tenfold
increase. But as the social science literature also shows, cohabitation is Linked te a serious rise in divorce: Those who
cohabit before marriage divorce at twice the rate of those who do not. Also, 40 percent of cohabitors break up before
marrying; and these former cohabitors, when they do marry, divorce at twice the rate of those who marry their first
cohabiting partner, or at about four times the rate of those who de not cohabit before marriage. See Larry L. Bumpass,
“What’s Happening to the Family? Interactions Between Demographic and Institutional Change,” presidential address to
the Population Association of America, Demography, Vol. 27, No. 4 (November 1990}, pp. 483498, and Janice S. Crouse,
“Strengthening American Families: What Works and What Doesn't Work,” World Congress of Families 11, Geneva,

Movember 1990, Figure 9.
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Marriage

KEY FINDING: Marnage trends in secent decades
sdeate that Americans have become less ikely to
mar ry, and the most recent data show that the maz-
nage vate w the United States conhnues 1 dechne
Oy those who do marry, there hus buent a modeeate
dron susce the 19705 i the pacenlage of couples who
consider ther mariages to be “very happy,” butie
the past decade this trend hu swung m o positve
direction

RERICANS RAVE BECORME 1E55 LIKELY TO WARRY
This 1s reflected sn a dechine of mgre

" thar 40 percent; from 1970 to 2002; - the

annual nurnber of marnages per 1000
unmarned adult wornen (Figure 1) Some of
this dectine—it 15 not clear just how much—
resulls from the delaying of first marmages
untt older ages the median age at first mar-
nage went from 20 for femates and 23 for
males n 1960 to about 28 and 27, respec-
tvely, in recent years Other factors account-
ng for the dechne are the growih of unmar-
ned cohabitation and a small decrease m the
tendency of divorced persons 1o remarry

The deching algso reflects some ncrease in
hfetong singlehood, though the actual amournt
can not be known untl current young and
muddie-aged adults pass through the hife
course

The percentage of adults in the population
who are marned has also diminished  Since
1960, the deciine of those marned among afl
persons age 15 and ofder has been twelve
percentage potnts——and aver 23 pomnts
amaong black females (Figure 2) it should be
noted that these data include both peopie
who have never mamed and those who have
mamed and then dwvorced (For some eco-
nomic implications of the dechine of marnage,
see the accomparying box “The Surpnsing
Econormic Benefits of Mamage 7)

in order partally to control for a dechine
marmed adults simply due to delayed first
marnages, we have looked at changes in the
percentage of persons age 35 through 44
who were marned {Figure 3} Since 1960,
there has been a drop of aimost 19 percent-
age pownts for marred men and over 16
pomnts for mamed women A shght mncrease
i the percentage of marned people n this
age group occurred beginring i 1999, far
unknown reasons, but this increase NOW
appears to have ended

Marnage trends i the age range of 35 te
44 are sugpesiwve of lfelong singlehcod In
tunes past and stll today, wirtually alt persons
whio were gomg to marry dunng theit fetimes
had marmied by age 45 More than 90 per
cent of women have mamed eventuaily
every generation for which records exist,
going back to the mid-1800s By 1960, 94
percent of women then alive had been mar-
ried at least once by age 45—probably ab
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THE SURPRISING ECONOMIC
BENEFITS OF MARRIAGE

hen thinkng of the many benefits of marrage, the economic
are often overlooked Yet the econcnuc benefits of

marrage are substantzal, both for indretduals and for society as a
whole. Marmage 15 2 wealth generating institution Marrisd couples
(reate more economic assets on average than do otherwise symilar
singles or cohabitmg couples A 1992 study of retirement data con-
duded that “mdmiduals who are not continuously rerned have ag-
nficantly Jower wealth than those who 1emain maaried throughout
their lives ™ Compared to those contmuously marmed, those who
never marrred have a reduction m wealth of 75% and those who
drvorced and didn't remarry bave 3 reduction of 73%

One mught think that the explanation for why marmage generates
economic assets is because those people who are more likely to be
wealth creators are also more likely to marry and stay married. And
thus Is certainly true, but only in part, The institution of marriage
nsell provides a wealth-generation borus, It does thus throughy pro-
vihng econormes of scale (two can bve more cheaply than one), and
as implictly 2 Jong-term persanal contract )t encotrages economc
specialization Working as a couple, mdividuals can develop those
skalls m which they excel, leaving others to ther partner

Also, married couples save and invest wore for the futire, and they
can act as & sl msurance pool agamst fe uncertamties such asll-
ness and job loss.b Probably because of mantal social norns that
enoourage healthy, productive ehavior, men tend to become more
~anomacally productive after marnage, they earn between 10 and 40
percent more than do aingle men with sembsr education and job lusto-
twes « All of these benefits are independent of the fact that married
couples recerve more work-related and government-provided sup-
port, and also more help and support from thewr extended faruhies

1 o sets of m-Lows) and friends 4

Beyond the economue advantages of marnage for the married cou-
ples themselves, marrmage has a tremendous econonuc impact on
sooefy. It 15 a major contributor to fanaly meome levels and mequal-
1ty After more than doublmg between 1947 and 1977, the growth of
median family mcome has slowed over the past 20 years, increasmg
by ust 9 6%. A big reason 15 that married couples, wha fare better
econommeally than their single counterparts, have been a rapidly
decreasing proportion of total farmihies In this same 20 year period,
and largely because of changes 1 fapuly structure, farmily income
wesguality has mcreased significantly.”

Research has shown conmistertly that both divorce and wnrmarnied
childbearmg morease chald poverty In recent years the majority of

children whe grow up outade of marned fambes have experenced
at least one year of dire porverty According to one study, if family
structure had not changed between 1960 and 1998, the black dhld
poverty vate in 1998 wonld have been 28 4% rather than 45 6%,
andd the white cluld poverty rate would have been 11 4% rather than
15 4% £ The rise m child poverty, of comrse, generates signidficant
pubhe costs m health and welfare programs

Marnages that end m divorce also are very cosdy to the pubhc
One rescarcher determmned that a single divorce costs state and fed-
eral governmaents about $30,000, based on such thmgs as the higher
use of food starmps and pubhc housmg as well as mereased bankrupt-
cies and juvenile debnquency The nation’s 10 4 ralbon dvorces In
2007 are esumated 1o have cost the taxpayers more than $30
tnthon b

s lanet Wimoth ard Gregor Koso, “Does Mamat History Matter? Martat
Status and Wealth Culeomes Among Preretirement Adalts,” foumna! of
Mamage and the Famuly B4 25468, 2002

b Thomas A Hirschi, Joyee Altobelh, and Mark R Rank, ‘Does Mamiage
Ircrease the (cds of Afffluence? Explonng the Life Golrse Probabiites,”
Journat of Marmage and the Famuly 654 (2003) 927-838; Joseph
Luptornt and James B Simath, “Mamage, Assels and Sawngs.” m
Shoshana A Grosshard-Schectman (ed.) Marmage and the Economy
{Cambndge Cambndge Unversity Press, 2003) 129152,

= Jeffrey S Gray and Michesl 1 Vanderhart, “The Determnation of Wages
Does Marnage Matter?,” in Lnda Waite, et. al {(eds ) The Fies that Bind
Perspectives on Mamage and Cohabitation (New York: Aldine de Gruyter,
20000 356-367, S Korerwnan and ). Neumark, “Does Mamage Really
Make Men More Productve?” Joumal of Hurman Resowrces 26-2 (18991)
282.307; K Damel, “The Marage Premium,” in M. Tomassi and K lerull
{eds } The New Economics of Human Behavor (Cambradge Cambeidge
tinversity Press, 1995) 113125

¢ pingmn Hao, “Family Structure, Povate Transfers, and the Economic Welt
Being of Famikes with Children,” Socral Forces 75 (1996) 263292

= .S Bureau of the Census, Current Pogpulation Repens, PEB0-203
Measunng 50 Years of Econormie Change Using the March Cument
Population Survey, U S, Government Prnting Office, Washwgton, DC,
19588, John lceland, “Why Poverty Remains High The Role of Income
Growth, Foonomic lnequality, and Changes n Farmily Structure, 1949
1999," Demography 40-3 499519, 2003

¢ Mark R Rank ard Thomas A Hirschl, “The Economic Risk of Childhood

in Amenca. Estirating the Probabifty of Poverly Across the Formatnve
Years,” Joumal of Marnage and the Farnly 6110581067, 1989

2 Adam Thomas and isabel Sawtull “For Richer or For Poorer Mamage as

an Antipoverty Strategy” Jourmnal of Policy Anaiyss and Managemerd
21 4, 2002,

b Caeed Scohrarmen, “The Costly Consegquences of Divorce in Utah. The

Impact on Couples, Commurity, and Government,” Logan, UT- Utah State
tUnversdy 2003 Unpublished grelrinary report

rent mamage rates several demographers
projected that 88 percent of women and 82
percent of men would ever marry ? H and

mstoncat lgh point § For the generation of
3005 gesuming a contihuabion of then cur

< pndrew ) Cherln Mamage Onorce, and
femarnage (Cambrdge MA Harvard Unnersity
Press 19921 10 Michael R Hames. Longferm
Marmage Patterns 1 the United States from
Coomal Tirnes to the Present  The History of the
Famiy 1-1 (1996} 15-3¢

2 Robert Schoon and Nicola Standish, The
Retrenchrment of Mamage Results from Marrs!
Stetus Life Tables for the United States, 1995
Fopulation ard Development Revew 27-3 {2001}
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when these figures are recalcutated for the
early years of the 21st century, the percert-
age of women and men ever marrying witl
almost certamnly be lower

it 15 important ta note that the decline n
marnage does not mean that peopie are gving
up on Bving together with a sexual partner On
the contrary, witht the medence of unmamed
cohabiation increasmg rapdly, mamage 15 g
g ground o anwed unions Mast people now
e together before they marry for the frst
ume An even hygher percentage of thase
dworced who subseguently remany ve fogelh
er first And a growing nuember of persons,
bath young and old, are IMng together with No
plans for eventual marmage

There 15 a common belef that, afthough a
smaller percentage of Amencans are now
marryng than was the case @ few decades
ago, those who marry have marriages of tigh
er quality 1 seems reasonable that if dvorce
removes poor marnages from the poot of
married couples and cohabitation “trial mar-
nages” deter some bad manmages from form-
mg, the remaning mamages on average
should be happier The best available evr
dence on the topic, however, does not sup-
port these assumptions  Since 1973, the
General Social Survey perodically has asked
representative samples of marned Amencans
to rate their marnages as esther “very happy,”
“pretty happy.” or “not too happy ™ AS Figure
4 ndicates, the percentage of both men and
women saying “very happy” has dechned
moderately over the past 25 years 4 Thus
trend has shown & turnaround since reaching
a fow pomt 1 1994, however, and 15 NOW
headng it a posiive direction

Divorce

KEY FINDING: The Amencan divorce rate today
1 more than twice that of 1960, but has dechined
shghtly smee hutting the highest pomt an our hustory
1 the early 1980s For the average couple marrying
1 recent years, the hfetime probability of devorce or
separahion remauns close 1o 50 percent

HE INCREASE IN DIVORGE, SHOWN BY THE TREND
Trepoﬂed iy Figure 5, prabably has elicited
more concern and discusston than any other
familytrelated trend i the Urited States
Although the jong-term trend In divorce has
ween upward since colomal umes, the divorce
rate was level for about two decades after

3 Canducted by the National Opiion Research
Certer of the University of Chicago, this 1s a naton
atly representatve study of the Engiishrapealeng.
anpenstiutionaiized population of the tuted
States age 18 and over

4 Uwing a different dala set that cornpared Mmaimdges
i 1080 with mamages n 1997, equated n lorms
of mantst duraton, Stacy § Rogers and Paut Amato
tound swnidaly that the 1992 marmages had less
martal nieracuon, moe mantal confict, and more
mantal probiems  “ls Mantal Guaiity Dechinng? The
Evidence from Two Generatons  Social Forces 75
{1997y 1089
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YOUR CHANCES OF DIVORCE MAY
- BE MUCH LOWER THAN
YOU THINK
'y now almost everyone has heard that the national divorce rate
s chose to 50% of all marriages, This is true, bart the rate must
be iiiterpreted with caution and several important caveats. For
many people, the actual chances of divorce are far below 50/50.
The background characteristics of people entering 2 roarriage: have

nmajor inl??icaticnﬂ for their risk of divorce. Here are some percent-

age point decreases i the risk of divorce or separation dﬂring'.the
first ten years of manfia'rge, according to various persmxai andd social
factors:

Perceniz Decrease

g i ik of Divore
Annial income over $50;000 {¥s. under 825',(_)00)' e iieeerene =30
'Haﬁh'g,ababysevmmmt}ﬁormoreaftﬁr B
marriage (vs. before mamiage} ....oocooooeeee iebeaneiages
Marrying over 25 yearsofagc{vs.mder 183 e .
Own family of origin intact {vs. dworoeri PATEIS} oo -
Religious affiliation (vs: FOME) oanvreerhseermvsmameonenihuss tefecdion

‘Some colége (vs. high-school dropout) ... 13

World War !l during the period of high fertility

known as the baby boom. By the middie of 25

the 1960s, however, the incidence of divorce 23
started 1o increase and it more than doubled 21 '
over the next fifteen years to reach an histor § 19

cal high point in the early 1980s. Since then 3

the divorce rate has modestly dectined, & ';'17
trend described by many experts as “leveling £S5

off at a high level.” The decline apparently T3
represents a slight increase i marital stabili- 11

ty.1 Two probabie reasons for this are an % _
increase in the age at which people marry for §

the first time, and a higher educational level b

highes) in the future than it s foddy

.50 if you are a reasonably well-educated person with a decent
imcome, come from an intact fandly and are religious; and rearry
after age twenty five without having s baby first, your chances of
divorce arc very fow indeed. - - . )

Alse, it should be realized thit the “dose to S0%” divorce rate
refers to the percentage of marriages entered into durig a particu-
lar year that are profected to end in divorce orseparaﬁonbefom
one spouse dies. Such projections assume that the diviroe and death

rates oocurring that year will contifrue indefnitely nto the -,

future—an assumption that is useful tnore as an indicitor of the

 instability of marriages i the recent past than =a predictorof .
* future events. In fact, the divoree vaté has been droppiig, slowly, -

since reaching a peak around 1980, and the rate could be lower (or

* Matihew D. Bramiett ahd William D; Moshier, Cofiabitation Momage, -
- Divorce arid Remarriage in the:United States, Nationdl Cénter for
1eaith Statistics, Vital and Health Statistics, 23 (222002, The risks
are caloulated for womenonty. i :

v Rose M. Kieider and Jason M. Fislds, “Nurtber, Timing and Duration of
. Marrigges and Divorces; 1096," “Curreitt Poputatior Reports, PTOB0,

Washington, DC: US Census Bureay, 2002. -

FIGURE 5 N ' :
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Married Women Age 15 .
and Older, by Year.
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of those marrying, both of which are ass0ch
_ ated with greater marital stabifity.

Athough a majority of divorced persons
eventually remarry, the growth of divorce has
fed to a steep increase in the percentage of
all adults who are currently divoroed {Figure
6. This percentage, which was only 1.8 per
cent for mates and 2.6 percent for females

47

We have. used the nudiber of divorces pet 1,000 marrted womer.age 15 and older, zathei‘ fhén the Crude
Divoree Rate of divorces per 1,000 populstion, 10 heip avoid the grobiem of compositional changes in the

-poputation. Even this more refined measwie is somewhet susceptible 16 compositional changes,

Sourse: Statisiical Abstract of the United States; 2001, Page 87, Table 117; and Natioral Yhal Statistics
Reports, August 22, P01 California Gurrent Poplilation Survey Report: 2000, Teble 3, March 2001, Statistical
Abstract of the Unfted States, 2007, Page B8, Tanie 111 and catculations by the Natioral Mamiage Project
for the US tess Caltfornda, mdiens, Louisiens and Oxlahome using the Cutrernt Population Surveys, 2003,

in 1960, guadrupled by the vear 2000. The
percentage of divorced is higher for femaies
than for males primarily because dvorced

e men are more kely to rermarry than divorced

1 Joshua R Goldstsin, "The Leveling of Drorce in
the Urited States.” Demagraphy 36 (19991 408

women, Also, among those who do remary,

414 men generally do so seoenes than women.
Overall, the chances remain very high-—

T Tim B. Heaton, "Factors Cortributing to increased
Marital Stability in the Urited States.” Jourriat of
Famiy lssues 23 2002 392408

siifl ciose to 50 percent—thal a mamage
started in recent years will end in either
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FIGURE 6 . "

pPercentage of All Petsons Age 15 and Dlder Who Were Divorced,
by Sex and Race. 1960-2003, United States

Year

1960

1970

MALES FEMALES
Yotal Blacks Whites Total Biacks  Whites
18 2.0 1.8 2.6 4.3 2.5
a2z 34 24 35 4.4 3.4
48 6.3 47 6.6 8.7 6.4
6.8 8.1 8.8 8.9 112 86
a.3 2.5 &84 10.2 11.8 10.2
8.3 8.7 84 0.9 12.8 10.9

Source~ U § Bureau of the Census Carrent Populaton Reports Senes PRO-S3T; Mantal Status and

teang Arrangements

March 2000 and earller reports and Current Populaiion Survey March 2003

supplement raw data
21 2003 the U § Census Burean expanded us aoa categones to permit respondents 1o identdy

themselves B5 betongng (0 More than one race

s means that racial data computations BeRINDINE N

2003 may not be strctly comparable 10 1hose of poor yeats

FIGURE 7
4.5 Number of Cohabiting, Unmarned,
4 Aduit Couples of the Opposite Sex,
by Year, United States
2 35
E
E 3
=
z 2.5
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s
1
0.5 523
L]
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source U 5 Bureau of the Census, Current Poputation Reports, Senes P20 537, Amenca § Famiies ard
Lrng Arrangements March 2000 ana Unmaened Couple Households, by Presence of Cluldren 1660 1o
Present, Table UC-1, June 12 2003 fwww census gon/ popuiationy socdemoy hh fam/ tabUc-2 peffy and earbes

feponts

dvorce or separation before one partner

des 3 [But see the accompanymg box “Your

Chances of Dworce May Be Much Lower Than
You Think "} The hkelihood of divorce has var
ed conaderably among different segments of
the Amencan population, beng higher for

~y

3 Robert Schoen and Micols Stanash, The
Revenchment of Marrape Recults rom Maral
Status Life Tables or te Unded States, 1985,
Popudaton and Developrrent Review 7342001
553563 F Kelly Ratey and Lary Bumpass, The
Topography of the Drorce Plateau Levels and
Trends ¢ Umon Stabudy 1 tne Unied States after
1980, Demograpre Research 88 (2003) 245
289

tlacks than for whites, for nstance, and high-
or 1 the West than in other parts of the
country Bt these vanations have-been
drnwrishing  The trend toward a greater sumr-
lanty of divorce rates between whites and
blacks 15 largely atinbutable to the fact that
fewer blacks are marrying ¢ Dhvorce rates n
the South and Midwest have come to resem-
ble those i the West, for reasons that are
Aot welt understood, leaving only the Eastern
Seaboard and the Central Plams with sigrifi-
cantly lower divorce

At the same time, there has been littie
change in such tradiionally large divorce rate
differences as between those who mamy
when they are teenagers compared to those
who marry after age 21, igh-school drop
outs versus college graduates, and the non-
religious compared to the religiously comimit-
ted Teenagers, highvschoo! drop outs, and
the normehgious who marry have consider-
ably higher divorce rates S

Unmarried
Cohabitation

KEY FINDING: The number of unmarried couples
has wncreased diamancally over the past four
decades, and the merease 1s coninung Most
younger Americans now spend some ime hving
together outside of marnage, and unmarned cohabi-
taton commonly precedes marruige

rrween 1960 anp 2002, AS INDICATED 1N
BFugure 7, the number of unmarried couw
ples m Amerca moreased by over 1100 per
cent Unmarmed cohabitation——the status of
couples who are sexual partners, not marned
to each other, and shanng 8 household—I5
partcularly cormimon among the young Itis
sstinated that about a guarter of unmarmed
women age 25 o 39 are currently bving with
a periner and an addibonat quarier have
wed with & partner at some tme it the past
Over half of all first mamages are now pre

4 Jay D Teschman, "Stabdity across Conorts &
Dyvorce Risk Factors  Demography 392 {7002
331351

5 Raley and Burepass, 2003
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ceded by hiving together, compared to virtually
‘none S0 years ago -

For many, cohabitation 15 @ prefude 10
mamage. for others, sunply an alternative ko
tnang alone, and for 2 smalt but growing nu-
her ¢t 15 considered an alternative to mar-
rage Cohabitation 15 more COMMON among
those of lower educational and ncome lev-
els Recent data show that among women in
the 10 to 44 age range 60 percent of high
school dropouts have cohabited compared to
37 percent of college graduates 2
Cohabitation 1S alse more Common among
those who are less religious than ther
peers those who have peen dvorced and
those who have expenienced pareniat
dvorce, fatherlessness, or high levels of mar-
sl discord dunng childhood A growmg per
centage of cohatiting coupie househoids
now almost 40 percent, contain children

The belief that iving together before mar-
rage 1s a useful way “to find out whether you
. really get along, and thus avod a bad mar-

, nage and an eventual dvorce, 15 now wide-
spread among Young people But the avail-
able data on the effects of cohabration fail
to confirm this behef Infact, a substantial
body of ewidence indicates that those who
five together before marmage are more likely
to break up afier marnage This evidence 1S
eontroversial, however, because s difficuiit
to cistinguish the “selecuion effect’ from the
~gxpanence of cohabration effect” The
selection effect refers 1o the fact that peaple
who cohabit before mamage have different
charactenistics from those who do not, and #
may be these charactenstics, and nof the
expenience of cohabitation, that leads to mar
ital mstabidy There 15 some empincal sup-
port for both positions  Also, @ recent study
hased on a natonallyrepresentative sample
of women concluded that premarrtal cohat
tation {and premariat sex}, when imted to &
woman's future hushand, 15 nol assocated
with an elevated nsk of marntal desruplion 3
What can be said for certain s thal no evi-

1 Lary Bumpass and HsenHen L, Trends m
Cohabiiation and imphications for Chiidren s Famidy
Cortexts in the U & Populaton Stuches B4
{2000 29-41

2 Bumpass and Ltu 2000

Eertility Rates 1960-2002, Number of Births per Total Fertility Rate”
1,000 Wormen Age 15 through A4, United States ise0  ....38s3
1970 2 480
120 1180 1880 1.848
110 1590 2081
2000 2 056
1060 T
i
£t 90
-}
x
80
To
&0
1960 :IS‘ID_ 14980 1590 2000 2002

% The aumiper of births hat &0 sverage woman wouwld have i, s each year of age, she expenenced the bu ik
rares pocursng m the speched year A total fernibity rate of 2 110 represents “replacement evel” fertdiy
under currert mortality condrans {BSSUMME no nel MgRton)

Source Nationat Vieak Statistcs Report, 1993, Peges 1 2. 10 and 11 Natonal Vial Statstics Report
2001, 42 1 and U S Bureau of the Census, Statistoal Abstract of the Urnted States, 1998, Pages 75,
76 and 75, Tabes 91, 93 ane 96 Ventwra, 5§ ot al Revised Brth and Fertility Rates for the United States,
2600 and P01 Nationat Vitat Stetistcs Repott 51 4 Feb 6, o1, p 2 and 4 and Natonal Vice! Statstics
Reports, 52 10 December 17 2003 p 2 ard 5]

dence has yet been found that these who
cohabt before marmage have stronger mar
nages than those who do not ©

Loss of Child
Centeredness

KEY FINDENG: The presenice of chiddren in
America has dechned sigmficantly sice 1960, as
measured by fertthty rates and the percentage of
houscholds with cheldren Other indicators suggest
that this dechme has reduced the chuld centeredness of
our natwn and contributed to the weakemng of the
mstitutren of marriage

HPOUGHOLT HISTORY MARRIAGE HAS FIRST AND
foremost been an msttution for procre-
ation and rasing children # has pronded the

3 Jay Teachman Premartat Sex Premanial
Cohabiauan and the Risb of Subsequent Marisl
Drsruption smong Women, fouraal of Mamage
anvd the Famidy B5 {2003} 444455

Fox a Bt review of the research on cobabriates
see Pamels J Smock  Cohabiabion o the Urate
States  Annug! Revew of Soomlogy 26 {2600]
and Davd Papenoe and Barbara Datoe whitehead
Should We Live Together? What Young Aduits Need
to know About Cohebitation Belore Marmage—1
Comprehensie Rewew of Recer! Resparch Jnd
Edttion: {Mew Brunswick 1§] The National Mamage
Peoject Rutgers Unversity Z002)

8]
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. WHAT'S HAPPENING TO

CHILD-REARING FAMILIES?

cholars are now widely in agreement that the best famuly situation

for chibdren and adolescents 1 to Ine with marmied parents who
have 3 good marmage. Unfortunately, the percentage of childrearmg
fatnihes with these charactenistics has dropped dramatcally m recent
decades In the 1973-1976 penod, 51% of children under the age of
cighteen were Iving with marnied adults m a marrmge the reportng
spouse rated as “very happy” By the 1997-2002 period, that percent-
age haddrupped 1o 37% 2 Thus negative change 1 the result of tweo
srends fewer duldren lving i famuhes headed by married couples,
and a drop over tme in the marital happiness of those couples {See
Figures 11 and 4 n thus report )

““Geveral reasons for this deterioration in children’s famuly situation
are especially wormsome One 1s that Amenicans mcreasmgly view
marnage and child rearmg as scparate pursuits Take, for example,
agreement among never-married young people ages 18-34 with the
staternent “those who want children should get married " In pational
suveys, 64% of the males n this category agreed w 1988, but oaly
51% did 50w 2002 For females the drop was shghtly steeper, from
$6% to 42% * Moreover, m our annual reporung of the farmaly hife
opuons of Amencan tagh school semors, the greatest merease thus
year was 1n regard to the statement “having a child without bemg
b married 1 experimentmyg with a worthwiule fifestyle and not affect-
my anyone else ™ Fafty-stx percent of semior boys now agree with ths
statement, up from 49% m the late 1990s and curiently dead even
with the percentage of semaor girls who agree {See Fygure 17 )

A second reason for children’s detenoranng famuly situaton 13 that

Giildren geetn to bea growng impediment for the happme;ééf rar-

rages Many studies have shown that the armival of the Brst baby
commonly has the effect of pushing the mother and father apart,
bringing stress to the marrage © Qe recent review of over 100
research studes found that parents report sigmficantly lower marrtal
satisfaction than nonparents This 15 especmally true for parenss of
infants Only 38% of mothers of mfants have high marttal sansfac-
tion, compared to 62% of chldless women Farther, this review
concluded that the effect of parentticod on marital happmess 15 more
nepative among younger birth cohorts and hpher socoscononuc
groups, signs that the negative effect may be on the merease 4

s Caloulation by Professor Norval Glenn, Unversily of Texas, usng data
from the General Social Surveys corducted by the National Oiprucn
Research Center, Universay of Chucago Data are weghted by nuenber of
persons under age 18 n the household The trends i pre-adults inang
with an urmamed person and n those ving with marned persons ina
“very happy™ marmage are staustically significant {p< 01 on a one-talled
test)

b General Soctal Surveys

¢ Carolyn Pape Cowan and Phiip A Cowan, When Partners Become
Parents The Big Life Change for Couples {New York Basic Books,
1992), Jay Belsky and John Kelly, The Transtion to Parenthood (New
York Dell, 1994)

¢ Jean M Twenge, W Kerh Campbeli and Craig A Foster, “Parenthood and
Mantal Satisiaction A Meta-Analyuc Review,” Jourrsf of Marage and the
Farniy 65 {August 2003) 574 583

cultural tie that seeks to hold the father to
the motherchild bond Yet in recent imes,
children increasmngly have been pushed from
center stage {See accompanying box What's
Happenming to Child-Rearng Famihes? ")

Amencans on average have been having
fower children Figure 8 mndicates the dechne
n fertlty since 1960 Itis important 1o note
that fertlity had been gradually dechining
throughout Amencan history, reaching @ tow
pomnt 1 the Great Depression of the 1930s
tefore suddenly accelerating with the baby-
boom generation starting in 1945 By 1960
the birth rate was back to where it had been
in 1920, with the average woman having
about three and one half children over the
course of her ife Since 1960 the birth rate
has mostly been down sharply, although i
ncreased some in the 1980s and again n
the late 1990s Part of the recent upswing
can be explained, 1n part, by a fugher birth
rate arnong new immugants

Smce 2000 the beth rate has been con
tinuing ts downward trend In 2002 the lat

gst year for which we have complete informa-
tion, the Amencan “total fertity rate” (IFR}
stood at 2 013, below the 1990 level and
shghtly abave two children per woman This
rate s helow the “replacement level” of 2 1,
the fevel at which the population woutd be
replaced through births alone, but1s stili one
of the highest rates found i modern, indus-
tnahzed societies In most European and sev-
eral Astan nations the total fertity rate has
decreased to a ievel well below that of the
United States, n some coundnes 1o only
shghtly mare than one child per woman 1
Mary observers bekeve that the Unied
States turthrate will dechne further i future
decades to become more fike that of Eurcpe
{oday

The longterm deciine of tarths has had a
marked effect on the household makeup of

1 the TFR 1 Span, laly and Greecs 35 12
Germany, 1apas and South Koea s 1 3 Wwaorld
Populaton Data Sheet, (Washington DC Popu.alon
fefererce Bureay 2003)
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the Arnencan population {t s estmated that
i1 the muddie of the 1800s more than 75
percent of alt households contained chiidren
under the age of 18 ? One hundred years
later in 1960, this number had dropped to
shghtly less than haif of all households
2000 just four decades later, less than 33
percent of households wcluded children, and
the percentage (s projected to drop to 28 by
2010 {Figure 9) This olwiously means that
adults are less hkely to be lving with chi-
dren, that neighborhoods are less likely to
contam children, and that chiidren are less
itkely to be a consderation n dady e 1 sug-
gests that the needs and concerns of chit
dren—especally young children—gradually
may be receding from our national conscious-
ness

Several scholars determmed that in 1960
the propartion of one's life spent iving with a
spouse and chldren was 62 percent, the
highest in our history By that year the death
rate had plurnmeted so that fewer marnages
ended through death, and the dvorce revalu-
! tion of recent decades had not yet begun, so
that a relatively small number of marnages
ended m divorce By 1985 however, just 25
years later, the proportion of one’s hfe spent
with spouse and chuldren dropped to 43 per-
cent—which was the lowest in our hustory 2
This remarkable reversal was caused mamly
by the dechne of ferulity and the weakening
of marnage through dvorce and unwed
births

in a recent cross-national comparnson of
industnatized nations, the United States
ranked virtuatly at the top in the percentage
disagreemng with this statement “the mam
purpose of marniage s having children ™
Nearly 70 percent of Amenicans beheve the
main purpose of mamage 15 something else
cornpared, for example 1o st 51 percent of

james S Coleman Foundabions of Soces! Theory
{Cambndge M& Belknap Press of Harvard
Unmeprsdy 1930 Figure ZZ7 4 p DEE

r

3 Suman Cotts Watikes sane A Menken and Johs
Bongaarts  Demographic Foundatiors of Farraly
Change Amencan Socwiogical Rewes 52 (1987
345358

Torn W Smgh  The Emergmg Zist Century
Amenean Fandy  GSS Soomaf Change Regort 42
Natonal Opson Research Center Unwersity of
Chicago 1998 Table 20 4%

50 a8 7 FIGURE 9
Percentage of Households wrth a
4% Child or Children Under Age 18,
1960-2010, United Stales
¥ a0
t 3
g
a
3is
30
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
{prosctnm

Sowee Calodated from dats m U S Bureaw of the Cernmsus  Statistical Abstract of the Umited States 1978,
Page 40, Tabie 53, Slatistical Alstract of the United States 1981 Page 46, Tables 66 arwf 67 and Statistcal
Abstract of the Unded States 2001 Page 30 Table 56, Proections of the Nurrber of Households and
Famires w the Umteg States 1995 to 2010 Gurrent Poputation Reports, Senes P25-1129

Norwegrans or 45 percent of liahans
Consistent with this view 15 a dramatic
change in ow atbtudes about holding mar-
nages together for children I a Detront area
sampte of women, the proportion of women
answermg “no” to the question “Should a
couple stay together for the sake of the chii-
dren?” jumped from 51 percent to B2 per-
cent between 1962 and 1985 5 A nationally- -
represertative 1984 sample found only 15
percent of the population agreemg that
“When there are children in the family, par-
ents should stay together even 1f they don't
get along "¢

One effect of the weakenmg of child cen
teredness 1s clear A careful analysis of
divorce staustics shows that, beginnung
around 1973, the presence of children i a
marnage has become only a very minor
inhibitor of dvorce (shghtly more so when the
child 1s male than femaie) 7

% Arand Thormton Changmg Attitudes Toward Farmity
Issues v the Ursted States, Joumal of Mamage
and the Farmly 53 {1988} B73 883 Thes change
cocurred among women ag ey grew okder but ot
very unlikel 1o be just an ape effect

£

The General Secial Survey, conducted by the
Matona! Opnicn Hegearch Centey Uraversaty of
Chicago
T Tm B Heston  Maorrad Dlalty Ticueghoin the
Chudd Beomng Years  Demogrephy 27 (195K &S
63, Prilip Morgan Diane Lye and Grelchen
Condran  Sons Doughters and the Rsk of Martal
Digruptior Amercan dournsi of Socislogy 94
(19881 113129 Lindas Warle and Lee & Ldlard
Chiidren and Martal Dsraption Amencan Journel
af Soawofogy 96 11991} 9303953
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Source. US Buraau of the Census, Gurrent Popuation Repaits, Senes P2OSSY, Clullrén's Lving Artangements
and Charscternsies March 2002, mnd sadier taports and calcuiations from the Current Populalon Survey
March 2003 Supglement

b in 2003, the U S5 Census Bureay expanded 4s racal categones 10 permsE respondents to identdy themseivas
as belongmg 1o fmora than one o s means that aaal deta computations beginning n 2003 may not
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FIGURE 11 ;

Parcentage of Children

Under Age 18 Living with Two Parents,

by Year and Race, United States
19560 i9io 19680 1990 2000 20030

a total moludes Blacks, Whites and &l other racua and etiruc groupings

Source U 5 Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Sedes PG 537, Amenca 5 Famibies and
Living Arrangements March 2000, Chidren s Laing Anangements and Charactenstics March 2002, and
earlier teports  and calcutations feam the Gurrent Popaiation Survey Maveh 2003 Supplement

bin 2003, the U 5 Census Buresu expanded its raclal categones to perme respondents to entfy amseies
as belon@ing o mOre than one race Thes eneans that racial data computatons beginmung n 2003 may nat
be strctly comparabie ta those of pror years

Fraoile Families
with Children

KEY FINDING: The percentage of chiddren whe
grow up n fragle— typrcally fatherless—jambes has
10wt enormously over Hfie past four decaides This o
mamly due 10 1ncreases m dvoice, put-of wedlock
births, and unmarried cohabitation The frenud
toward pagile farthies leveled olf 1 the lute 19905,
bt the miost recent data show a shght mocme

Tr—EPF_ 1S NOW AMPLE EVIDERLE ThaT ST2BLE AND
satisfactory marrages are crucial for the

welloeing of adults Yet such mafmages are
even rmore wnportant for the proper socsaliza-

tiory and overail- wellbemg of ehidren. A cen.

tral purpase of the institution of mamage 15
to ensure the responsible and longlerm
involvement of both biological parents in the
difficuit and time-consuming task of raising
the next generation

The trend toward smgle-parent famibes 15
probabiy the most important of the recent
fany trends that have affected children and
adolescents (Figure 10) This 15 because the
chidren in such famikes have negative life
autcomes at two to three tmes the rate of
chiidren i marned, two-parent families *
While in 1960 only nine percent of all chik
dren ived i single-parent famiies, a figure
that had changed hittle over the course of the
20th century, by 2003 the percentage had
jumped to 27 percent The overwhelming
matority of single-parent farshes are mother-
only. alithough the percentage of father-only
families recently has grown to about 18 per-
cent

An indirect indicator of fragile families 15
the percentage of persons under age 18 i
g with two parents Smce 1960 this per-
certage has dechned substantially, by 20 per-
centage points (Figure 11) Unfortunately, this
measure makes no distinction between natu-
ral and stepfamihies, 1 1s esimated that
some 88 percent of two-parent famies con-
sist of both biclogical parents, while mne per-
cent are stepfamities ? The problem s that
children in stepfamilies, according 1o & sub-
stantial and growing body of social science
ewnidence, Tare no better in iife than chuldren
i single-parent famikies 3 Data on stepfamt-

1 Mary Parke, Are Mamed Farents Really Better for
Children? (washington, DO, Center for Law ant
Soctal Policy, May 2003), and Wilkam 3 Doherty, &4
al , Why Mamage Malters TwentyOne Conclusions
fram the Social Sctences (Mew York instiute for
Amencan Vatues, 2002§

= jason felds, Lang Armanpements of Children Fall,
1846, Curtent Populalion Reports, PTO-74,
wastungton, DC U S Census Bureau, 001

4 Gusan L Brown  Famuly Stucture and Child Wl
Bemg The Sgruficance of Parentat Cohaoilation
Joumnal of Marmage and the Farmiy B6 (2004] 351-
387 and more generally, Dawd Popence, “The
Evolution of Marsiage and the Problem of Stepfaim:
hes, A Booth and J Dunn (eds ) Steptamies
Who Benafits » Who Does Not? (Hiflsdale, b
Lawrence Erthaum Associstes. 1994) 327
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les, therefore probably are more reasonably
comtined with single-parent than with profogr-
cal two-parent families An important indica-
tor that helps to resolve this 1ssue s the per-
centage of chuldren who hve apart from their
piotogscal fathers That percentage has dou-
bled since 1960 from 17 percent o 34 per
cent 4

The dramatic shift in family structure indi-
cated by these measures has been generat-
ed mamly by three burgeonmng trends
dwvorce, unmarned births, and unmarmed
cohabrtation The incidence of dwvorce began
to ncrease rapudly durng the 1960s The
number of chidren under age 18 newly
affected by parental divorce each year most
of whom have lost a resident father, went
from under 500,000 in 1960 to well over a
rullion in 1975 After peaking around 1980,
the number leveled off and remans close (o
a mihon rew children each year Much of the
reason for the leveling off 1s a drop i aver-
age family size, each dvorce that ocours
today typically affects a smaller number of
children than i earher imes

The second reason for the shift in family
structure 15 an increase m the percentage of
babies borm to unwed mothers, which sud-
denly and unexpectedly began to increase
rapudly i the 1970s Smince 1960, the per-
centage of babres born to unwed mothers
has mgreased more than sixfold (Figure 12)
More than a third of all births and more than
twothirds of black births m 2002, the latest
year for which we have complete data, were
out-ofwediock The percentage of black
unwed births declined shightly in the late
1990s, but that dechne now appears to have
ended

A third and stil more recent family trend
that has affected farmily structure 1s the rapd
growth of unmamed cohabitation Especially
as cohabitation has become commMon among
those previously marnad as well &5 the young
and notyet-mamed, there has been an B50
percent morease in the number of cohabiling
couples Who hwe with chidren (Figure 133
The small drop in that number between 2000
and 20072 1s probably due merely to a shght
decrease i the overall size of the eochabuta-

4 Jason Felos op of

8o  FIGURE 12 o
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5 Marta | et al Brths Fnal Data for 2002 Natons! Vital Statistes Report %2 10 Dec 17,2003 p 53
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16 FIGURE 13 188
Number of Cohabiting, Unmarned,
1.4 Adult Couples of the Opposite Sex
1.2 Lving with Gne Chuld or More Under
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tabie UC 1 Serws P20-547, (www census gov/ poputation/ socderno/hh fam/tabtiC-1, peify and earher reports

hon-prone age groups An estimated 40 per-
cent of alt children today are expected to
spend some fime i a cohabiting household
during their growing up years 5

in 2000 about 40 percent of unmarned-
couple households mcluded one or more chib
dren under age 18 & For unmarnied couples o
the 25 to 34 age group the percentage with
chuldren 15 higher still, approaching half of alf

% bary Bumpass and Hsen-Hen Ly Trereds
Caotabiation and Imphcattons for Chidren s Famuly
Cordexisinthe US  Populaton Studes 54
{2000) 2941

G Tavia Simrnons acd Marpn O Connetl Marned
Couple and Unmarned-Partner Households 2000
Cepsas 2000 Specat Reports CENSR-S
washington DC US Census Buseau 2003
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FIGURE 14
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such households 7 Seventy percent of the
children m uamarned-<couple households are
the chitdren of only one partner 8 indeed, If
one includes cohabitaton in the definiion of
stepfamily, atmost one half of stepfamilies
today would consist of a biological parent
and unrelated cohabiting partner ®

Children who grow up with cohabiting cou-
pies tend to have worse hfe outcomes COm-
pared to those growng up with maried cou-
ples 1° Prominent reasons are that cohabiing
couples have a much mgher breakup rate
than marned couples, a lower fevel of house-
hold mcome, and & higher levet of child
abuse and domestc wolence The proportion
of cohabiting mathers who eventually marry
the fathers of ther children 1s declining, to
44 percent n 1997 from 57 percenl a
decade earhier—a dechine sadly predicuve ot
increased probiems for children 13

7 Wendy D Manning and Danet T Lichter, “Parental
Cohabitation and Chidrens Economuc WelkBewg,
Joumnal of Mamage and the Family 58 (1896) 998
1010

& Loy Bumpass, ) A Sweet and A Cherlin, The
fcle of Cohabaton o Dechnng Rates of
Marnage,” Demography 53 {1891) 91377

¢ tary Bumpass, R K faley, ared 1 A Sweet, The
Changing Characler of Steptarmibies  mphicalions
of Cohabitauon and Noomsamal Childbeanng,
Derography 32 (1295} 425436

10 Susan L Brown, op ot , and Werndy Manning,

The Implications of Cahabiaton for Ouidrens

weitBeing, pp 121-152mA Booth and A
Crouter (eds } Just Living Together {Mahwah, K3
tawrence Ertbaurn, 2002}

11 Bumpass and Lu, op o1

Teen Attitudes
about Marriage
and Famﬂy

KEY FINDNG: The desue of teenagers of both
sexes for “a good marnage and jamly hfe” has
increased moderately over the past few decades Boys
are more than ten percentage ponts less destrous
than gurks, however, and they are also more pes-
sumstic about the possibthty of a long-term marTiage
Both boys and girls have become more accepting of
Ifestyles that are alternatives to marrage, espeaally
wnwed childbeartng, although the latest data show a
shght drop i acceptance of premantal cohabstation

G FND OUT WHAT THE FUTURE MAY HOLD FOR
marnage and family ife it 15 important to

determine what our nation's youth are sayng
and thinking, and how ther views have
changed over time Are these products of the
divorce revolution going to continue the farmily
ways of thewr parents? Or rmight there be a
cuttural counterrevoiution among the young
that could lead to a reversal of current famity
trends?

Fortunately, since 1976 a nationally repre-
sentative survey of hugh school seniars aptly
titled Montonng the Fulure, conducted annu-
ally by the Institute for Soctal Research at the
University of Michigan, has asked NUMEroUSs
questions about famityretated topics 1

Based on thrs survey. the percentage of
teenagers of both sexes who said that having
a good marnage and famly ife was “exireme-
ly importart” to them has increased shghtly
over the decades Eighty-three percent of giris
stated this belief in the tatest penod, with
boys lagging behind at 72 percent {Figure
14)

Other data from the Monttonng the Future
survey show a moderate morease In the per-
centage of teenage respondents who sad
that they expect to marry {of who are atready
marmed), recently B3 percent for girts and 78
percent for hoys < Among these 1eenagers,

e oo e e et e =0

1 The fast survey was conducted 1975, bt
because of changes in the ordenng of the ques
uons, the data from A are not comparable with U
data from fater surveys

2 In the 19761980 penod, 73% of boys and 82+ of
gais sad they expected to marry {or were already



boys are somewhat more pessimtsiic than
‘girls '™ the belief that ther marriage will fast
a Wfetme Just 58 percent of boys and 686
percent of girks state that s “very itkely
they will stay mamed (o the same person for
e although in the past decade the percent-
ages for buth sexes have been mOVIng N a
more optmistic direction (Figure 15}

At the same tme there 15 widespread
acceptance by teenagers of norHmantal
wfestyles lake, for example, agreement with
the proposttion “that most people will have
fuller and happier tves if they choose legal
mamage rather than staying single or just hv-
ng with someone” (Figure 16} Less than a
third of the girfs and only shghtly more than
a third of the boys seem fo beheve, based
on then answer to this queston, that mar-
nage ts more beneficial to ndraduals than
the altematwes Yet this belef 15 contrary t©
the avallable empincal evidence, wiuch con-
sistently indicates the substantial personal
as well as socal benefits of beng mamed
compared to stayng single or just iving with
someone 3

Wwitniess the remarkable ncrease m
recent decades n the acceptance of outof-
wedlock chiddbearmg (Figure 17} And note
that whereas in the 1970s grrls tended to be
more traditonal than boys on ths issue. the
two sexes are now dead even following a
sharp increase for boys m the most recent

marmed} by the latest penod, 2001-2002, the
boys percentage jumped 1o 78 and the girls to
84 A 1997 Gallup polt of youth aged 13 to 17
found an even larger percentage who thought they
would marry someday-—B8% compared 1o F% wha
expecied to stay single Gallup has underiaken a
youth pofl several temes since 1877 and the pro
poriion of youth expectng o mamy sorpeday has
not vared rouch through the years See Robert
fernllz ed Amenca s Youth in the 1950s
tPrinceton, M The George H Galiup intemationat
Instdute, 1993}

3 Forinstarce see Linds 1 Wate and Magge
Gallagher, The Case for Marmmigge {New York
Doubleday, 20003, Dawd G Myers, The Amencan
Faradax {ﬂé:a Haven 07 Yate Unmersidy Pregy,
20061, Seven Stack and J Ross fehleman

Marea! Status ard Happiness & 17-Naton
Study,” Joumnal of Marmage and the Farmily, &0
{1908) 527-536 and Davd Popenoe and Barbara
Dafoe Whiehead Shoutd We Live Together? What
Yourg Adults Need (o Know About Cohabtabion
Before Mamage 2nd Edwor {New Brunswick
National Marnage Project Putgers University,
2002}
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FIGURE 17
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ior others, they do not yet seem to grasp the

g FIGURE 18 .. .. . . o enONMoUS BconomiIc, social and personal
Percentage of High School Serwors Who “agreed® of “Mostly Agreed” “dosts of single parenthood -
s With the Staternent That "it Is Usually & Geod iiea for a Couple 0
70 Live Together Before Geting Marned in Order (0 65 7
65 Find Out Whether They Really Get Along,”
by Period, United States

Another remarkable ncrease 5 10 the
acceptance of living together before mamage,
now by well over half of all teenagers {Figure

60 4.9 .

& 55 18) In thus case gals reman more tragmonal

£ 55.3 than boys Yet this trend appears to have

§ s0 clowed i the past five years, especally

& 4s among grls This may be an ndication that
40 {eenagers are more aware of the swvidence,
35

widely publicized in recent years, wnking pre-
30 323 mantal cohabitation to a higher divorce isk
in summary, marnage and family life
remain very important goals for today's
Mumber of respondents for @ach sex far each penod 15 abaut 6,000 except fol 20012002 for which 115 teenagers at the same tme that they widely

about 2,000
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Source Monnonng the Future Surveys conducted by the Survay Research Center at the Universdy of Michigan
thal could lead to a reversal of recent farmily

trends, but some data from the recent period
period With more than S0 percent of suggest that the views of teenagers are, with
teenagers now accepting outofwedlock child: e exception of unwed childbeanng, moving
bearing as a “worthwhiie Ifestyle,” at least i & more conservative direction
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Are Married Parents Really Better for Children?
What Research Says About the Effects of Family Structure on

Child Well-Being

By Mary Parie
Introduction

ver the past four
decades, the patterns
of farnily structure
have changed dramati-
eally in the United
States. An increase in the numbers
and proportion of children born
outside of marriage and 2 rise in
divoree rates have contributed to a
three-fold increase in the propor-
don of children growing up in
single-parent families since 1960.
These changes have generated
considershie public concern and
controversy, parceularly about the
effects of these changes on the well-
being of children. Over the past 20
years, a body of research has devel-
oped on how changes in patterns of
family structure affect children.
Most researchers now agree that
together these studies support the
notion that, on average, children do
best when raised by their ewo rnar-
ried, biological® parents who have
low-conflict relatonships.

"This research has been dted as jus-
tification for recent public policy
initiatives to promote and

Abaut the Author

Mary Parke is a Policy Analystat
the Center for Law and Social
Pohoy.

strengthen marriages. However,
findings from the research are often
oversimplified, leading to exaggera-
tion by proponents of marriage ini-
tiatives and to skepticism from
eritics. While the increased risks
faced by children raised without
both parents are certainly reason
for concern, the majority of chil-
dren in single-parent familics grow
up without serious problems. In
addition, there continues t be
debate about how much of the
disadvantages to children are atzib-
utable to poverty versus family
structure, as well as about whether
it is marriage itself that makes a dif-
ference or the type of people who
get married.

This policy brief summatrizes the
principal findings of this iarge and
evolving bady of research, discusses
some of its complexites, and idenu-
fies issues that remain w be
explored. It secks to answer the
following guestions:

2 How has family soructure
changed in the past several
decades?

® Are children better off if they're
raised by their married, biological

parents?

» How do child oawomes varv
among different family rypes?

# What reslly makes the difference
for children—income or family
strucaure?

® Does mareiage fself make a dif-
ference, or is it the kind of people
who marry and stay married?

® Does the quality of the relation-
ship matter more than marial
Status?

8 What is the reladonship beeween
marriage and povery?
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How Has Family
Structure Changed?

Single-parent families are much
more commeon today than they
were 40 years ago.? Rates have
increased across race and income
groups, but single parenthood is
more prevalent amang African
Americans and Hispanics, Twenty-
two percent of African American
children were living in 2 single-
parent home in 1960; by 2001, the
percentage bad more than doubled
to 53 percent. For whites, the
percentage nearly tripled, from

7 percent to 19 percent, over the
same time period. Three out of 10
Hispanic children lived in single-
parent families in 2001.

In 1996, 71.5 million children
under the age of 18 lived in the
.S, The large majority of these
children were living with two par-
ents, one-quarter lived with a single
parent, and less than 4 percent lived
with anather relative or in foster
care {(see Figure §). Two-thirds of
children were living with two mar-
ried, biological parents, and less
than 2 percent with two cohabigng,
biological parents. Less than 7 per-
eent lived within a step-family.
Twenty percent of children lived
with 2 single mother, 2 percent with
a single father, and almost 3 percent
lived in an informal seep-family—
that is, with a single parent and his
or her partner.?

Family situations often change,
which makes understanding the
effects of family structure on chil-
dren complicated. Many children
five in more than one type of family
during the course of their child-
hoods. For instance, the majority of
children in step-famnilies have also
fived in 2 single-parent family at
sorme point

FIGURE 1~

Are Children Better Off
if They Grow Up With
Their Married, Biological
Parents?

Tn 1994, Sara McLanahan and Gary
Sandefur, using evidence from four
nationally representative data sets,
compared the outcomes of children
growing up with both biological
parents, with single parents, and
with step-parents. Mcl.anahan and
Sandefur found that children who
did not five with both biological
parents were roughly nwice as likely
to he poor, to have a birth outside
of marriage, w have behavioral and
psvchological problems, and w nat
graduate from high school. Other
studies have reported associatons
between fzmily smucnire and chuld
heatth sutcomes. For example,

CIASP POLICY BRIEF -

one study found children living in
single-parent homes were more
fikely to expenience health prob-
lems, such as acadents, injuries,
and poisonings.

Of course, most children in single-
parent farnilies will not expericace
these negative outcomes, But what
is the level and degree of risk for
the averzge child? The answer
depends on the ourcome being
assessed as well a5 other factors. For
example, McLanahan and Sandefur
reported that single-parent famities
had a much higher poverty rate (26
percent} than either two-parent
biological faenilies (5 percent) or
step-families {9 percent). They also
found that the risk of dropping out
of high school for the average white
child was substancally lower in a
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rwo-parent biological family (11
percent) than in 2 single-parent
family or step-family (28 percent).
For the average African American
child, the risk of dropping out of
high school was 17 percent ina
vwo-parent family versus 30 percent
in a single- or step-parent family.
And for the average Hispanic child,
the risk of dropping out of school
was 25 percent in 3 Two-parent fam-
ily and 49 percent in a single- or
step-parent family.

Up to half of the higher risk for
negative educational outcomes for
children in single-parent families is
due 1o living with 2 significantly
reduced household income. (Other
major factors are related o disrup-
tions in family structure, including
turmoil 2 child experiences when
parents separate and/or recouple
with z step-parent {including resi-
dential instability), weaker connec-
dions between the child and his or
her non-custodial parent (usually
the father), and weakened connec-
Hons to resources outside of the
tmmediare family-—that is, other
adults and instirutions in the com-
munity that the non-custodial par-
ent may have provided access to.

When controlling for other differ-
ences in fanily characteristics, such
a5 race, level of parents” education,
family size, and residengal locadon,
MeLanahan and Sandefur found lit-
tle difference in outcomes for chil-
dren according to whetder the
single-parent familics were a result
of non-marital births or divorce.
However, children of widowed par-
ents do beteer than children of
other types of single-parent families
with similar charactenstics.

How Do Child Outcomes
Vary Among Types of
Families?

Coumparing two-parent farmilies
with all single-parent fanilies often
masks important subdeties.
Subsequent research has added t©
our undersmanding of the range of
family structures by examining
separately the data for divorced,
widowed, never-marnied, and
cohabiting parents, married step-
parents, and same-scx couples.
While this research has revealed
important nuances about the effects
of these different family types on
children, many questions remmain
unansweted. In additon, under-
standing the findings is complicated
by the fact that studies do not use
consistent definitions of family
types or consistent camparison
mesasures across data sets. And, as
noted previousty, children may
experience more than one type

of living arrangement over their
childhoods. This section provides
demographics on different types of
Farnilies and discusses some research
findings on various childhood

oNtCoIes.
Divorced families

Before they reach adulthood, nearly
four out of 10 children wilt experi-
ence the divorce of their parents,
and roughly one miflion children
experience their parents’ divarce
every year, Research shows that, on
average, children of divorced par-
ents are disadvantaged compared o
children of married parents in the
arca of educatonat achievement.
Children of divorce are more than
twiee as Hkely to have serious social,
emarional, or psycholegical prob-
lerms as children of intact Families—
23 percent versus 10 percent.

#ost divorced families with chil-
dren experience enormous drops

in incoroe, which lessen somewhat
over time but remain significant
for years—unless there is 2 subse-
quent parental cohabitation or
remartiage.’ Declines in income
following divorce account for up to
half the risk for children dropping
out of high school, regardless of
ineome prior to the divorce. The
effects of divorce on children often
tast through adulthood. For
instance, adult children of divorce
are more likely to experience
depression and their own divorces
a5 well as carn less income and
achieve lower levels of education—
cotnpared with adults whose
parents remained married,

Widowed parents

Death of a spouse is a reladvely
uncommen cause for single parent-
hood today. More than 90 percent
of children reach adulthood with
both parents hiving. In 1998, only 3
percent of white children and 5 pes-
cent of black children were living
with a widowed mother. Although
death of a parent does put children
at 2 disadvantage, chitdren of wid-
owed parents do the best of all cate-
gories of children of single parents.
Children of widowed mothers are
about half as likely to drop out of
high school or have 2 teen birch as
children of divorce or children born
outside of nuuriage.

Never-married mothers

Childbirth and childrearing outside
of marriage have hecome increas-
ingly prevalent m the U.S. Among
children Inving with single mothers,
the proportion living widh never-
married mothers ncreased from 7
percent to 36 percent between 1970
and 1996, In 1964, 7.1 million chil-
dren lived with a never-married



parent. Children of never-married
rothers are at risk of experiencing
negative outcomes and are among
those raost Likely e live in poverty.
Roughly 69 percent of children of
never-married mothers are poor,
compared to 45 percent of children
brought up by divorced single
mothers. Never-married mothers
are significantdy younge, have
Tower incomes, have fewer years

of educarion, and are twice as likely
to be unemployed a3 divorced
mothers. While age of the mother
has some effect, most of the differ-
ences between the two groups
remain even when age is maken

into account. Regardless of the
mother’s age at birth, a child bomn
to an unmarried mother is less
likely to complete high school than
a child whose mother is married.

While we know the number of
children barn to never-married
mothers, we don't really know how
many spend their entire childhoods
living with 2 mother who never
marries or cohabits, Part of the
increase in children living with
never-married mothers is asributa-
ble to the increase i children barn
to cohabiting couples, which are
often reported as single-mother
families. Therefore, although these
children are living with unmarried
mothers, many may also have their
fathers or other males in their
houscholds.

Cohabiting-parent families

The phenomenon of cohabitation
__homes in which two adult
parmers of the opposite sex live
together but are not married—has
becomne much More common over
the fase 40 vears. In 1970, there
were 523,000 unmarried-couple
households, while in 2008 4.9 mil-
lion opposite-sex couples cohabited.

About 40 percent of cohabiting
households in 2000 included
children. While this equates to a
small proportion of the total chil-
dren in the U.S., the proportion of
chiltdren who will live in 2 cohabit-
ing household at some point during
their childhoods is estimated o be
four inn 10. Cohabitation is more
common among couples with low
jevels of educadon. Also, African
American and Hispanic cohabiting
households are roughly twice as
likely as white cohabiting house-
holds to include children.”
However, while births within
cohabiting unions have sharply
increased for whites—accounting
for almost all of the increase in
non-marital births amony white
womnen—arnong black women,
births t cohabiting conples
account for less than one in five of
non-marital births.*

Cohabimtion takes place berween a
parent and his or her parmer (creat-
ing an informal step-family) or the
two biclogical parents of a child. Six
out of 10 children in cohabiting-
parent families live with an informal
seep-parent, while four outof 10
live with both biological parents.
{In comparison, nine out of 10 chil-
dren in married-couple households
live with both biological parents.)

Research suggesss that children in
cohabiting families are ac higher
risk of poor cutcotnes compared to
children of married parents partly
because cobabiting famiiies have
fewer socioeconomic resources snd
partly because of unstable living
sinations. The sverage cohabidng
urdon tasts ahout two vears, with
roughly half ending in marrage.
Omce married, formerly cohabitng
parents have 2 much higher dissolu-
tion rate than couples who did not
live together prior to mastiage. Une
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study found that of children born o
cohabitating parents who later’
marry, 15 percent will have their
parents separate by the time they
are one year old, half will not be liv-
ing with both parents by age five,
and two-thirds will not live with
both parents by age 10. In compari-
son, 4 percent of children bormn into
marital unions experience the
break-up of their parents by age
one, 15 percent by age five, and
about one-third by age 10. Children
living with cohabitng parents—
even if the parents later marry—
are thus likely to experience consid-
erable instability in their living
situations. However, there is some
evidence that cobabiting African
American parents who marry ray
achieve the same level of stability
for their children as African
American couples who marry prior
to having children.

Research suggests the impornce
of distinguishing between cohabit-
ing families with two biological
pateats and those with a biological
parent and another parmer. Some
evidence indicates that school
achievernent and behavioral prob-
lems are similar among children
living with both biological parents
—regardless of marital status—
and rthat children in both formal
and inforraal step-families also fare
stnilarly in these areas.

Step-families

Roughly half of purnages are
projected to end in divorce—

60 percent of which have children
—and rany of these couples
remarry. In 1996, about 7 percent
of children, or five mifhon children,
bived with 3 step-parent, and est-
mates indicate that about one-third
of all children today rmay live with
step-parents before reaching adult-
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hood. More than 90 percent of
step-children tive with their mother
and a step-father. Step-farilics are
at greater risk of dissolution than
other marrages; sbout 60 percent
of step-families are disrupted by
divorce.

In spite of their bever econonic
circumstances on average, children
in step-famities face any of the
sarne risks as children of never-
married or divorced parents. They
are more likely to have nogative
behavioral, health, and educational
outcomes, and they tend to leave
hotne earlier than children who
live with both married biological
parents. However, the effect sizes
are small for many of chese differ-
ences, and risk levels may vary
according to race and level of sacio-
economic disadvantage. Oue stdy
found that African American
daughters in step-families were 92
percent less likely to have engaged
in sex than African American
daughters of single mothers. They
were also less likely to become
preguant. Finally, children in step-
farnilies are at increased risk for
experiencing physical, emotional,
and sexual abase.

Same-sex couple famifies

The 2000 Census revealed that out
of 5.5 million cohabiting couples,
abour 11 percent were same-sex
couples-—with slightdy more 1rale
couples than female. One-third of
fernale same-sex howsehotds and 22
percent of male households, or
about 163 000 same-sex households
in total, Hved with children under
18 vears ofd® (This compares with
about 25 million married-conple
households with children under 18.)

Although the research on these
farnities has lirimdons, the findings

are conststent: children raised by
sarne-sex parents are no more kikely
to exhibit poor outcomes than chil-
dren raised by divorced heterosex-
ual parents.!? Since many children
raised by gay or lesbian parents
have undergone the divorce of their
parents, researchers have consid-
ered the most appropriate compari-
son group to be children of
heterosexusl divarced parents.
Children of gay or lesbian parents
do not look different from their
counterparts raised in heterosexnal
divorced farnilies regarding school
performance, behavior problems,
emotional problems, early preg-
nancy, or difficulties inding
employment. However, a5 previ-
ously indicated, children of divorce
are at higher risk for many of these
problers than children of macried
parents.

Does Family Structure or
Reduced Income Make
the Difference?

If the negative eftects of single par-
enthood on child well-being were
primarily due to a lack or loss of
incere, one would expect children
living with two adults to do as well
as those living with their mattied,
biclogical parents. But this is not
the case. The research shows that
chifdren living with two adubs (L.e.,
with cohabiting parents or in a step-
family} do not do as well as children
living with married, biological par-

ents on a number of vartables.

Alse, if income was the ruajor factor
hehind the negative associztian
between single parenthoed and
child ourcomes, one would expect
children of single-parent families
who are not poor o have better
putcomnes than children of poor
single-parent familics. However, 2
recent study in Sweden—where the

safety net is stronger than in the
1.8, and where the poverty rate
among single mothers is very low—
found problems for children of
Swedish single-parent families simi-
far to those found for children of
American single-parent families.

is It Marriage Itself or the
Kind of People Who Marry
{and Stay Married) That
Makes the Difference?

It is often sugpested that the posi-
tive effects of marriage on child
well-being are likely derived not
frem marriage itself but from the
distinctive characteristics of the
individuals who marry and stay
married (known as the ¥selecton
effect™. In many of the more recent
studies, researchers have attempted
to control for most of these selec-
tion effects through various statisti-
cal methods. For example, research
on women with a first premarital
pregnancy leading o a birth found
those who had “shotgun” weddings
(i.e., who married while they were
pregnant) experienced a poverty
rate of less than hatf of those who
did not marry.'*

“There may be cermin benefits to
marriage, such as access to health
insurance and tax advantages, that
contribute to the increased likeli-
hood of child well-being. In addi-
tion, it remains possible that those
who marry also have attributes
wmeasured in existing surveys—
such 25 cormmitment, lovalty, and
furure orientaton~—that distinguish
ther from those who don’tmarry
and stav married. Tt is also possible
that marriage itsef—the actual act
of genting marmied—changes the
attitades and behaviors of couples
in positive ways, as well as those of
others towards them.



poesn't the Quality of
the Relationship Matter
More Than the Piece of
paper?

The quality of the retationship
berween parents matters to child
well-being. Children who grow

up in married families with high
conflict experience lower emotional
well-being than children who live in
low-conflict famifies, and they fiay
experience s many problems as
children of divorced or never-
married parents. Research indicaes
that marital conflict interferes with
the quality of parenting. Further-
more, experiencing chronic conflict
berween martied parents is inher-
ently stressful for children, and chil-
dren learn poor relationship skills
from parents who aren’t able t©
solve problems amicably. When
parents have 2 highly discordant
relationship, children are often
betrer off in the long run if their
parents divorce. Between 30t 40
percent of divorces of couples with
children are preceded by a period
of chronic discord between the
parents. In these situations, children
do berer whets their parents

divoree than if they stay married.

What 1s the Relationship
Between Marriage and
poverty?

Children living with singhe mothers
are five tirnes as likely to be poor as
those in two-parent families. Some
economists kave auributed virasally
4] of the 25 percent mcrease in
child poverty berween 1970 and
1997 to the prowth of single-parent
families. But are single parents poor
because they are not married, o
would they have remained poor
even if they married available part-
ners? While it is difficult to disen-
tangle the effects of income and

family stracrare, clearly the refa-
tionship operates in both directions:
poverty is both cause and effect of
single parenthood.

For example, research evidence
indicates that in low-income,
African American communities, the
high rate of male unemployment is
one of the factors that explains why
low-income rothers do notmarry.
Serious and long-term financial
stress can also wreak havoc on a
marriage, and this may lead

to marital breakup. Moreover,
poverty and single parenthood rein-
foree each other. Growing up irt an
environment of poverty placesa
child ar risk for not completing
school, for becoming a teen parent,
and for being unemployed, which
are all characteristics that make it
less likely that the child will eventu-
ally marry or that she or he will stay
iarried.

But do low-income parents gain
similar economic advantages from
getting married as does the popula-
tion as 2 whote? Recent economtic
simulation stadies have found that if
two poor unmarried parents inarry
they are less likely to be poor.
Econornist Robert Lerman found
that married parents suffered less
economic hardship than cohabiang
parenits with the same low income
and education. Among the apparent
explnations were that married par-
ents are more likely to pool their
earnings, husbends work longer
heurs and earn more, and married
farnifies receive more assistande
from family, fiiends, and the com-
rumsity. While marriage itself will
not lift 2 family out of poverty, it
may reduce raterial hardship.
However, marriage appears to be
less of 2 prowetor against pOVErty
for Hispanic farilies than for
others.

CIASP POLICY BRIEF

What More Do We Need
to Know?

Much remains to be learned abour
how living in different family
structures affects child well-being,
including:

» How does moving into and out
of different family sicuations
affect children? Ac what ages are
children most vulnerable to these
changes? How much of the risk
to children is caused by Eving
arrangement instability itself?

® What are the long-term effects
of same of these family strucrure
patterns—ior example, for
children who five in long-term
cohabiting families or in long-
term, single-parent, never-
marricd families?

& How are children in families
from different minorty and
cultaral backgrounds affected
by family structure?

® From a child well-being perspec-
tive, what are the relevant meas-
ures of a “healthy” or “good

enough” marriage?
Conclusion

Research indicates that, on average,
children who grow up in families
with both their biological parents in
a low-conflict marriage are better
off in a pumnber of ways than chil-
dren who grow up in single-, step-
or cohabiting-parent households.
Compared to children who are
raized by their marnied parents,
children in other family types are
more Fkely w achieve Jower levels
of educanion, w become wen par-
ents, and to experience health,
behavior, and mental health prob-
lems. And children it single- and
cohabiting-parent funilies are more
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likely to be poor. This being said,
most children pot living with mar-
ried, hiological parents grow up
without serious problems.

In individual situations, tnarriage
inay or may not make children bec-
ter off, depending on whether the
marriage is “healthy” and stable.
Marriage may alsa be 2 proxy for
other parental characteristics that
are associated with reladonship sta-
bility and positive child outcomes.
The legal basis and public support
involved in the institugon of mar-
riage help to create the rmost likely
conditions for the development of
factors that children need most o
thrive-—~consistent, stable, loving
attention from two parents who
coopetate and who have sufficient
resources and support from two
extended families, two sets of
friends, and society. Marriage is pot
2 guaraniee of these conditions,
however, and these conditions exist
in other farnily circumstances, but
they are less likely to.

Endnotes

For an anactated version, with
complete reference citations, wisit
wavw clasporg.

1 The reference 1o bivlogical
patents is to distinguish between
biological/adoptive parents and
step-parents, Mast studies that
include data on adoptive parents
include them in the biological-
parent category. Adopied chil-
dren have very simifar cutcomes
to children raised by both
biological parents.

The number of U.S. children
living with a single parent
increased from 9 percentin
1960 to 27 percent in 2000.

1 While a number of children hive
in households with neither pat-
ent, this brief does not address
children fiving with another rel-
ative or in foster care. For more
information on the well-being of
children living without either
parent, visit www.ucban.org
and www.clasp.org, under child
welfare.

t

4 Step- and single-parent families
were grouped together.

5 Fstimates suggest that children
of divorce experience a 70
percent drop in their houschold
incomne right after » divorce,
and, unless there is s rtemariage,
the income is safl 40 0 45
percent lower six years later
than for children living in intact-
farnily hooseholds.

6 39 percent versus 29 percent.

-

7 67 percent of African American,
70 percent of Hispanic, and 35
percent of white cohabiting
households.

% In Europe, a very high
. proportion of out-of-wedlock
child births are to cohabiting
parents; in the 11.5., less than

alf of non-marital births are
to cohabitors,

9 There may be under-reporting
by same-sex couples.

10 There is lirde information avail-
able about differences relating
{0 SOCIO-eCoNOIIC status, race,
or other variables in same-sex
couple families. Many of these
studies have methodological
lirndtations ehat apply to recruit-
rment methods and small samples
sizes. In addivion, many samples
of same-sex couple families have
been largely of white, middle-
class, well-educated fxmilies.
Little research has been done on
children bom to or adopted and
raised by lesbian or gay parents.

11 20 percenc versus 37 percent.
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Does Marriage Matter?*

Linda J. Waite
University of Chicago

The last several years have witnessed an active—sometimes acrimonious—debate,
occasionally joined by demographers, over the state of the family. Some, like David
Popenoce (1993}, decry what they see as a dangerous erosion of the family as an institution,
with dire consequences for society. Others, like Judith Stacey (1993}, sec the traditional
family, balanced on the monogamous couple, as fundamentally incompatible with women’s
well-being. Although these two positions secm extreme, both have numerous adherents and
are held by serious scholars. :

When politicians point to the high social costs and taxpayer burden imposed by
disintegrating ~family values,” they overlook the fact that individuals do not simply make
the decisions that lead to unwed parenthood, marriage, of divorce on the basis of what is
good for society. They weigh the costs and benefits of each of these choices to
themselves —and sometimes their children. But how much do individuals know about these
costs and benefits? I think that we as demographers have something to conuribute here, As
individual rescarchers we investigate the relationship between marriage and longevity,
wealth, earnings, or children’s achicvements, but we rarely try to pull all this evidence
together. | would like to argue that we have an opportunity and an obligation to do that, and
to tell people what their decisions about marriage and family potentially mean for them as
individuals. That is my objective here. :

Trends in Marriage and Cohabitation

Let us review, first, trends in marriage over the last four decades. Figure 1 shows the
portions of the adult population age 15 and over currently not married for the period
1950 through 1993, taken from decennial censuses and March Current Population Surveys.
Although black men and women had higher propostions unmarricd in 195@ than did white
men and women, these differences were modest. Since that time, marriage patierns have
diverged dramatically for the races. Figure | shows that the proportion of the population age
15 and older which is currently wgnmarried” has increased for both whites and blacks, but
with especially striking rises for blacks. so that in 1993, 61% of black women and 58% of
black men were not married, compared with 38% of white men and 41% of white women.
Insofar as marriage “matters,” black men and women are much less likely than whites to
share in the benefits, and much less likely today than a generation 2go.
Figure 2 depicts the proportions of men and women age 15 and older who have never
married for the period from 1950 to 1993. This figure shows that for blacks. much of the

# § would like to acknowledge the generous assistance of Kermit Daniel, Kars Joyner, Lee Lillard, Stan Panis,
Joyce Peierson. Becky Sandefur, and James Smith. Thanks to Sers McLanahan and Gary Saadefur and 1o Debra
Umberson for permission to reproduce matesial from published papers.

Copyright © 1995 Population Association of America
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Figure 1. Percentages of the Population Age 15 and Oder Not Curvently Married, by Race and Sex

increase in current nonmarriage shown in Figure | occurred because of a dramatic rise in the
proportion that has never married. In 1993, 46% of ali adult black men and 39% of all black
women had never married. For whites, we sec very modest increases in the proportion never
married: increases in marital disruption and declines in remarriage account for the rise in the
proportion currently anmarried that we saw in Figure 1 for this group. Taken together,
Figures | and 2 suggest that black men and women have led the retreat from marriage,

becoming much more likely to avoid any contact whatever with the institution, whereas
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Figure 2. Percentages of the Population of the Population Age 15 and Older Never Married, by Race and 5ex
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whites have continued to enter marriage but have left it in larger numbers than in the past
and have become more hesitant to remarry after a separation or divorce (Smock 1990}.

Cohabitation

Any discussion of marriage in American society today must address the issue of
cohabitation. Figure 3 shows the percentages of adults who are currently cohabiting, as
reported in the National Survey of Families and Houscholds interviews conducted -in
1987-1988 and 1992-1994. The NSFH is 2 probability "sample of 13,017 individuals.
representing the noninstitutional U.S. population age 19 and over and including an
oversampling of minorities. The second wave of the NSFH, conducted in 1992-1994,
includes inteviews with surviving members of the original sample, their cumrent spouse or
partner, selected children, previous spouse or partner, and parents (sec Bumpass 1994).
Although the interviews are only five years apart, we se¢ substantial rises in cohabitation
even in this relatively short period. In the late 1980s, about 7% of those 25 to 29 years old
were living with someone-in-& “marriage: like” relationship. By the early 1990s this figure
nad risen 1o about 13%. . We see similar increases, although at lower levels, for older
individuals. Figure 3, however, also shows that the proportion of adults who currently live
with someone is modest—never more than 13%, and quite fow at older ages. Figure 4
shows the percentage currently living with someone among those cligible to do so—the
unmarried. This figure shows that in the prime ages of union formation—ages 25 to
34—between 20 and 24% of unmarried aduits are cohabiting. A good deal of recent
research finds that cohabitations tend to be relatively shori-lived; couples move rather
quickly into either marriage or disruption of the partnership (Bumpass .and Sweet 1989,
Thomton 1988; Willis and Michael 1994), although recent cohabiting couples seem to be
delaying their move to marriage (Bumpass 1994). Thus, although a sizable proportion of
adults have cohabited, cohabitation 2ppears to be 2 relatively shori-lived stage in the life
cycle for most.

14,
12} 1 B NSFH1 1957-88
10 NSFH2 1992-94
Percentages 8
of Adults
Cohabiting 6
25+

i g A Y

25.29 30-34 35-39 40-44 4549 50-54 55-59
Age at Interview

SGURCE: Bumpass {1964) .
Figure 3. Percentages of Ail Adults Cuently Cohabiting, National Survey of Families and Households
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Does It Matter?

What are the implications, for individuals, of these increases in nonmarriage? If we
think of marriage as an insurance policy—which it is, in some respects——does it matter if
more people are uninsured or are insured with a term rather than a whole-life policy? I argue
that it does matter, because marriage typically provides important and substantial benefits.
In this paper I focus on benefs to individuals, although marriage also provides important
benefits to society.

BENEFITS OF MARRIAGE
Healthy Behaviors

1 present, first, evidence on the relationship between marital status and health-related
behaviors. Figure 5 shows reports of problem drinking during the past year for divorced,
widowed, and married men and women, taken from Umberson (1987). Problem drinking is
measured by a scale that includes responses o the following three items on drinking during
the past year: “. . . did you often end up drinking more than you planned to drink?";
«_ _did you fail to do some of the things you should have done because of drinking?”;
“ . have you thought, or has someone told you, that your drinking was probably hurting
your health?” This figure shows two things: much lower rates of problem drinking for
married than for unmarried men, and extremely low reports of this problem for women
regardless of marital status. Recent evidence suggests that excessive drinking is a
particularly male pattern of social pathology; for example, marital conflict is associated with
problem drinking for men and with depression for women (Horwitz and White 1951,
Robbins and Martin 1993; Waldron 1988).

Figure 6, however, shows reports of “risk-taking behavior.” Risk taking is measured
on a scale composed of five items: “1 sometimes get careless and have accidents around the
house. driving, on the job, etc.”; “1 sometimes 1ake risks I shouldn’t such as driving too fast
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Figure 5. Reports of Problers Drinking in the Past Year, by Marital Status and Sex

or other things that might endanger others™; “I've had serious arguments or fights at home
during the past year”; “I've had serious arguments or fights outside the home during the
past year”; “When I'm really upset or have serious problems, 1 get into arguments with
others.” On this measure of negative health behaviors we find virtually no difference
between men and women, but still see much lower levels of unhealthy behaviors among the
married—and the widowed—than among the divorced. Umberson (1987) examines a series
of negative health behaviors in addition to those shown here, including marijuana use,
drinking and driving, substance abuse, and the failure to maintain an orderly lifestyle. She

concludes,

On every dependent variable except marijuana use, the divorced and widowed are more

likely than the

married to engage in negative health behaviors and less likely to

experience an orderly life style (1987:313}.
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Figure 6. Reports of Risk-Taking Behavior in the Past Year, by Marital Status and Sex
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Marita! disruption appears 10 substantially increast stress (Booth and Amato 1991;
McLanahan 1983) and decrease subjective well-being (Mastekaasa 1994), and thus may
result in negative health hehaviors. Umberson (1992) finds that the end of mamiage
increases men's cigarette and alcohol consumption, Jowers body weight for both men and
women at the Jower end of the weight distribution, and reduces hours of sleep for women.
The transition from unmarried to married, however, shows few effects on health behaviors
except a declin¢ in womnen's alcohol consumption. Umberson concludes that some of these
changes result from the stress associated with the end of marriage, but that others appear (o
be more permanent consequences of being unsarried. S :

How does marriage affect healthy behaviors? Researchers in this area argue that
marriage provides individuals—especially men—with someone who monitors their health
and health-related behaviors and who encourages self-regulation (Ross 1995; Umberson
1987, 1992). In addition, social support by a spouse may help individuals deal with stressful
situations. Also, marriage may provide individuals with a sense of meaning in, their lives
~ and a sense of obligation to others, thus inhibiting risky behaviors and encouraging healthy

ones (Gove 1973; Umberson 1987).

MORTALITY

Married men and women exhibit Jower levels of negative health behaviors than the
unmarried. Perhaps as & result, 8 good deal of research evidence suggests that married men
and women face lower risks of dying at any point than those who have never. married or
whose previous marriage has ended.

These figures show survival curves for women and for men, estimated from the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics. These curves chow simulations of resuits from Lillard and
Waite (1995).} Figure 7 shows the proportions of females alive at age 48 who survive to age
65, for those married, divorced, widowed, and never married for the entire period. Figure 8
presents comparable proportions for males. These figures show that once we take other
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Figure 7. Probability of Survival 1o Age 65, by Maritai Status, Women
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factors into account, for both men and women, the married show the highest probability of
survival and, of course, the lowest chances of dying. Widowed women are much better off
than divorced women of those who have never married, although they are still
disadvantaged when comparcd with married women. But all men who are not currently
‘married face higher sisks of dying than married men, regardless of their marital history. Hu
and Goldman (1990) report similar differentials in death rates for the unmarried across a

-

number of countries, and Zick and Smith (1991) find that recent marital transitions increase
risk of dying only for men.

How does marriage reduce the risk of dying and lengthen life? First, marriage appears
to reduce risky and unhealthy behaviors, as | pointed out above. Second, as we will see
below, marriage increases material well-being—income, assets, and wealth. These can be
used to purchase better medical care, better dict, and safer surroundings, which lengthen
life. This material improvement seems to be especially important for women. Third,
marriage provides individuals with a network of help and support, with others who rely on
them and on whom they can rely; this seems to be especially important for men. Mamiage
also provides adults with an on-site, readily available sex partner.

Partnered Sex

Figure 9 presents results from the Nationai Heslth and Social Life Survey(NHSLS), 2
national probability sample of 3,432 adulis, conducted by NORC in 1991. Respondents
were asked about their frequency of “parinered sex™ in the past year. This question asked
“During the last 12 months about how often did you have sex with (PARTNER)? Was it
.. . once a day or more; 3 to 6 times a week; anceaftwiccawaek;zto:itimamm;
once & month or less?” This question was asked about all sex partners in the past 12 months,
but all analyses presented here refer to the person whom the respondent reports as the
primary sex pariner. The sample for the analyses of frequency of sexual activity uses ail
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respondents to the NHSLS: analyses are presented in Appendix Tables Al-AS. For ease of

month.

presentation, 1 transformed frequency of sexual activity into number of times in the past

~ Figure 9 compares the married with those who are living with someonc in a sexual
relationship and those who are not living with & parmer. The low levels of “single™ persons’
activity reflect the substantial minority of this group who report no sexual activity in the past
year, combined with 2 small minority who report very high levels of sex—and numerous
partners. This figure shows that the marmried respondents report mean levels of sexual
activity sbout twice as high as the single, even after we take into account other

characteristics that might affect this behavior. Married men report

a mean frequency of

sexual activity of 6.84 per month and single men a mean of 3.63 times per month, over the
jast year. Married women report a mean of 6.11 times per month and single women a mean
of 3.23 times per month, over the last year. Cohabiting men and women also report very
high rates of sexual activity—7.43 and 7.20 times per month over the past year, which
suggests that on this dimension, cohabitation equals marriage in its benefits to the
individuals involved. The difference between cohabiting arid married men and women is not

statistically significant.

These figures reflect reports of sexual activity with the primary partner. Insofar as
single and cohabiting men and/or women are more likely than married persons to have
multiple partners, the difference between these groups in aggregate jevel of sexual activity
with all partners may be different than reported here. This issue deserves further scrutiny.

So marriage and cohabitation mean more sex, at Jeast with the primary partner, but are
single individuals more catisfied with their sex lives? This could be the case, for example,
if each act of parinered sex was more passionate or more satisfying, and would be in
keeping with the perception that married sex—or even sex with the same pariner again and

again—becomes boring and unsatisfying. The evidence sugpests

the, opposite, however.

Figure 10 displays reported levels of physical satisfaction with the primary partner for
men and for women in ongoing relationships. These analyses use responses 10 a question
that asked “How physically pleasurable did you find your relationship with (PARTNER) to
be: extremely pleasurable; very pleasurable; moderately pleasurable; slightly pleasurable; or

not at all pleasurable?” The sample includes those in ongoing sexual relationships onty; it
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excludes those whose most recent relationship has ended and those who are not sexually
experienced. I define an ongoing sexual relationship as one in which the respondent expects
to have sex with this partner again. Asterisks denote statistically significant differences.
Levels of physical satisfaction are somewhat higher for men than for women, but married
men report significantly higher levels of physical satisfaction with their sex lives than either
single or cohabiting men. For women, physical satisfaction does not differ by marital status.

Figure 11 shows reports of emotional satisfaction with the primary paruer, again for
those in ongoing sexual relationships. Here, both married men and married women report
meore emotional satisfaction with their sex lives than do those who are single or cohabiting,
net of duration of the relationship and other characteristics that might affect satisfaction.
Although cohabitors report levels of sexual activity as high as the married, both cohabiting
men and women report lower levels of satisfaction with-this activity. In all comparisons
where we see a difference, the married are favored over the unmarried.

How does marriage improve one’s sex life? Marriage and cohabitation provide
individuals with a readily available sexual partner with whom to have an established,
ongoing sexual relationship. This reduces the costs—in some sense—of any ‘particular
sexual contact, thus leading to higher levels of sexual activity. Laumann et al. (1994) state
that the greater the commitment 1o a sex partner (defined as a long time horizon for the
relationship and for its sexual exclusivity), the greater the incentive to invest in skills that
are “pariner-specific,” including those which enhance the enjoyment of sex with that
particular partner. Then sex with the partner who knows what one likes and how to provide
it becomes more satisfying than sex with a partner who lacks such skills.

1 would argue that more than “skills”™ are at issue here. The long-term contract implicit
in marriage facilitates emotional investment in the relationship, which should affect both
frequency of and satisfaction with sex. So the wife or husband who knows what the spouse
wants sexually is also highly motivated to provide it, both because sexual satisfaction of
one's partner brings similar rewards to oneself and because the emotional commitment (0
the partner makes satisfying him or her important in itself. Greeley (1994) believes that sex
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helps keep marriages healthy; it bring couples closer emotionally and helps them weather
the inevitable strains of life with another person.

Cohabitation differs from marriage, especially in provision of sexual satisfaction, in
important ways. First, although this is not 2 generally important motivator, some individuals
choose to cohabit because it requires less sexual faithfulness than marriage (Bumpass,
Sweet, and Cherlin 1991). Laumann et al. (1994) argue that sexual nonmonogamy leads to
a less satisfying sexual relationship with any one parner. In addition, parners in
cohabitation frequently bring different levels of commitment 10 the relationship, with
different expectations for its fumre (Bumpass et al. 1991). Both the lower leveis of
commitment—including emotional commitment—and differences in commitment betwecn
partners may affect the sexual satisfaction of those in cohabitations.

Assets and Wealth

In addition to having more seX, the married have more money. Figure 12 shows median
houschold wealth—estimated by Smith {1994) from the Health and Retirement Survey —for
married coupies, the scparated, the divoreed, the widowed, and the never married. This
measure of wealth includes pension and Social Security wealth as well as real assets,
financial assets, and the value of the primary residence. The horizontal line shows per capita
wealth for married-couple houscholds (which by definition have two adults) and sllows us to
compare the per capita wealth level for married-couple households with those of other
nouseholds. Any level falling below this line marks the disadvantage of unmarried persons
relative to married individuals. This figure shows the tremendous disparity between
married-coupie and single-person households. Smith (1994) finds that the wealth advantage
of married couples remains substantial even after taking into account other characteristics
that affect savings. Also, although married couples have higher incomes than others, this



493

Does Marriage Matter?
140,000
120,000
0,000
Medlan

Household 80,000
Wealth
($ Thousands) 60,000

Per capita wealih of married Individuats

Married

Marital Status

SOURCE: Seith (1994}
Figure 12, Median Household Wealth, by Marital Status (Ages 51-61y

fact accounts for only 28% of the savings disparity between married-couple houscholds and
other households.

How does marriage increase wealth? First, economies of scale mean that two can live
as cheaply as one-—or maybe one¢ and a half. Married couples can share many household
goods and services, such as TV and heat, so the cost to each individual is lower than if each
one purchased and used the same items individually. Thus, the married spend less than
would the same individuals- for the same style of life if they lived separately. Second,
because of specialization of spouses in marriage, married people produce more than would
the same individuals if single. Each spouse can develop some skills and neglect others,
because each can count on the other to take responsibility for some of the household work.
The resulting specialization increases efficiency. Below, we see that this specialization leads
to higher wages for men. Becker (1981) made these points a number of years ago. Granted,
married couples could spend the exira money generated by being married and (say) take
expensive vacations or buy more clothes, but the reverse seems o be the case: married
couples save more st the same level of income than do the single. The desire to provide for
one's spouse and to leave bequests for children may encourage saving by the married, but I
think that the requirements and expectations of married (versus single) life encourage people
1o buy a house, save for children’s education, and acquire cars, furniture, and other assets
(Rindfuss and VandenHeuvel 1990).

Children’s Well-Being

To this point we have focused on the consequences of marriage for adults —the men
and women who choose to mamy (and stay married) or not. But such choices have
consequences for the children borne by these adults. Figure 13 (McLanshan and Sandefur
1994:41) shows onc of these consequences-—the risk of dropping out of high school for
children from one-parent and two-parent families. (One-parent families could result either
from disruption of a marriage or from unmarried childbearing.) This figure uses five data
sets to present estimates of the impact of childhood family structure on high school
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graduation. The results consistently show that about twice as many children from one-parent
families as from two-parent familics drop out of high school, and these figures take into
account differences in a number of characteristics that affect cducational attainment.
Children raised in one-parent families are also more likely to have a birth themselves while
teenagers, and to be “idle™ —both out of school and out of the labor force—as young adults
(McLanahan and Bumpass 1988; McLanahan and Sandefur 1994). They are also more
likely to be poor as children.

Figure 14 shows poverty rates for two-parent families (the gray bars) and for
single-parent families (the white bars) (McLanshan and Sandefur 1994:82). Note the very
high rates of poverty for single-parent families, especially among blacks. Hemandez (1993)
estimates that the rise in mother-only families since 1959 is an important cause of increases
in poverty among children. Clearly, poverty, in and of itself, is a bad outcome for children
(McLeod and Shanahan 1993). In addition, however, McLanzhan and Sandefur estimate
that the lower incomes of single-parent families account for about half of the worse
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SOURCE: McLanahan and Sandefur (1994:62)
Figare 14. Percentages of Children in Poverty st Age 16, by Race and Family Structure
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" ptitcomies of childien in these families: The other half comes from children's access—or
lack of access—1o the time and attention of two adults in two-parent families. The presence
of two parents potentially means more parental supervision, more parental time helping with
homework, another parental shoulder 10 ¢ry on after a hard day. Children in one-parent
families spend less time with their fathers (this is not surprising because they don’t live with
them), but they also spend less time with their mothers than children in two-parent families.
Also, the high levels of residential mobility among one-parent familics and among
stepfamilies disadvantages children in these families (Astone and McLanahan 1994).
Finally, children who spend part of their childhood in a single-parent family, either because
theywmbomtomunmﬁedmoﬂmmbecauscﬁwirpamdivomd.mpon
significantly lower-quality relationships with their parents as adults and have less frequent
contact with them (Lye et al, 1995).

Labor Force and Career

As the last consequence of marriage for individuals, I present evidence on labor market
outcomes. Figure 15, taken from work by Daniel (1994, forthcoming), shows the impact of
marriage and cohabitation on the log hourly wages of young men and women, estimated
from the Nationa! Longitudinal Survey of Youth. These estimates show the difference in
wages between married, cohabiting, and single individuals, net of other characteristics that
might affect wages, and take into account selection into marriage. Daniel labels the
remaining difference 2 “wage premium” for marriage. Figure 15 shows that both black and -
white men receive a wage premium if they are married: 4.5% for black men and 6.3% for
white men. Black women receive a marriage premium of almost 3%. White women,
however, pay a marriage penalty, in hourly wages, of over 4%. Men appear to receive some
of the benefit of marriage if they cohabit, although Figure 15 shows that cohabitation more
nearly resembles marriage —at Jeast in this regard—for black than for white men. According
to Daniel's estimates, women receive no wage benefits and pay no wage penslty for
cohabiting in comparison to remaining single.

For women, Daniel (1994) finds that mammiage and presence of children rogether scem
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SOURCE: Danief {1995)
Figure 15, Increase (Decrease} in Log Hourly Wages with Marriage and Cohabitation. by Race and Sex
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to affect wages; the effects depend on the woman’s race. Figure 16 shows the combined
effect of marriage and children on young women's wages. Black and white single women
with children, by Daniel’s estimates, pay no marriage penalty. Black married women
(shown by the white bars) receive a sizable bonus if married and childless; this bonus
diminishes with the number of children. Among white women (the gray bars), only the
childless receive a marriage premium. Having any children makes the effect of marriage on
white women's wages negative, with very large negative effects for those with two children
or more. Daniel finds that the negative effect of children on married women's wages
disappears for white women when he takes hours of work into account, but children
continue to reduce wages for black married women.

Why should marriage increase men's wages? Daniel (1994, forthcoming) argues that
marriage makes men more productive at work, thus leading to higher wages. Wives may
assist husbands directly with their work, offer advice or support, or take over houschold
tasks, freeing husbands’ time and energy for work. Also, as [ mentioned earlier, being
married reduces negative health behaviors such as drinking and substance abuse, which may
affect productivity. Finally, marmriage increases men's incentives to perform well at work, so
as 10 meet obligations to family members.

Why do black men benefit less from marriage than white men? Because the
male-female wage gap is smaller for blacks than for whites, black women tend to receive
smaller returns from investing in their spouses’ eaming power. In addition, the lower
marriage rates and the higher divorce and separation rates for blacks than for wh:ws reduce
the payoff of investments in marriage in gcncra!

To this point, all the consequences of marriage for the individuals involved have been
unambiguously positive--better health, longer life, more sex and more satisfaction with it,
more wealth, and higher eamings. But the effects of marriage and children on white
women's wages are mixed at best. Marriage and cohabitation clearly increase women's time
spent in housework (South and Spitze 1994); married motherhood reduces their time in the
labor force and lowers their wages. Although the family as 2 unit might be better off with
this allocation of women's time, women generally share their husbands® market earnings
only when they are married. Financial well-being declines dramatically for women and their
children after divorce or widowhood; women whose marriages have ended are often quite
disadvantaged financially by their investment in their husbands and children rather than in
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their own eaming power. Recent changes in divorce law seem to have exacerbated this
situation, even while increases in women's education and work experience have moderated

it (Bianchi 1994).

DISCUSSION
Does Marriage Cause These Outcomes?

_ The obvious question, when one looks at all these “benefits” of marriage, is whether
marriage is responsible for these differences. 1f all, or almost all, of the benefits of marriage
arise because those who enjoy betier health, live longer, or cam higher wages anyway are
more likely to marry, then the effects of marriage simply may be due to selectivity (ses, for

. Goldman' 1994 on this issue in regard to health). In such a case, we as a society
and we as individuals could remain neutral about each person’s decision to marry or 1ok, to
divorce or remain married. Although we do not have evidence on the impact of sclectivity
for all of the outcomes ] have presented here, we have some. I will review that evidence
bricfly here.

Many scholars have argued that selection of the healthiest individuals into marriage
may account for the lower mortality rates of the married (see Goldman 1993 for a summary
of these arguments). Mastckaasa (1992), for example, finds that single young adults who
are initially in the best psychological health are more likely to have married two to four
years later.

In recent work, Lillard and Panis (1995) estimate the cffect of marital status on men’s
mortality, taking into account potential selectivity both into and out of marriage. They argue
that men in poor health may seck marriage, with its attendant mortality benefits, which
leads to selection of the least healthy into marriage. They find evidence of this adverse
selection of men into marriage on the basis of health; men in good heaith tend to marry later
or to postpone remarriage. Yet men who tend to be in good health, for unobserved reasons
such as lifestyle or preferences, are selected positively into marriage. These two effects
differ over age groups and balance each other out differently at older and younger ages.
Thus Lillard and Panis find that positive selection on the basis of unobservables dominates
for never-married men and leads to an overstatement of the protective effects of mamiage;
adverse selection on the basis of health dominates for older divorced men, camouflaging the
health advantage of the married for this group. The authors find that never-marmried and
widowed men experience higher mortality than married men for reasons other than health,
but that divorced men’s mortality disadvantage is explained by their poorer health.

Daniel's (1994, forthcoming) findings on men's and women's wages use individual
fixed effects 10 take into account selection into marriage. When he does not account for
selectivity, he finds a 12 1o 15% marriage premium for men. Thus selectivity accounts for
about half of men's marriage premium; Daniel concludes that the other half is causal.

McLanahan and Sandefur (1994) estimate a bivariate probit model, which allows for
correlation between the error terms in a model of family disruption and children’s outcomes,
and still find significant effects of family structure on most outcomes. in a recent article in
Journal of Marriage and the Family, Ross states:

The positive effect of marriage on well-being is strong and consistent, and the selection
of the psychologically healthy into marriage or the psychologically unhealthy out of
marriage cannot explain the effect (1995:129).

1 think that perhaps we have been too quick to assign all the responsibility to selectivity
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here, and not quick enough to consider the possibility that marriage causes some of the
better outcomes we se¢ for the married.

The Institution of Marriage

What is it about marriage that causes some portion of the outcomes I outlined above?
[ think that four factors are the key. First, the institution of marriage assumes a long-term
contract, which allows the partners to make choices that carry immediate costs but
eventually bring benefits. The long time horizon implied by marriage makes it
sensible—rational choice is at work here—for individuals to develop some skills and 10
neglect others because they count on their spouse 1o fill in where they are weak. Thus
married couples benefit from specialization and an exchange of what Grossbard-Shechtman
(1993) calls “spousal labor.” The institution of marriage helps individuals honor this
jong-term contract by providing social support for the couple as a couple and by imposing
social and economic costs on those who dissolve their union.

Second, marriage assumes sharing of economic and social resources and what we can
think of as co-insurance. Spouses act as a sort of small insurance pool against life’s uncer-
winties, reducing their need to protect themselves by themselves from unexpected events.

Third, married couples benefit—as do cohabiting couples—from economies of scale,

Fourth, marriage connects people to other individuals, to other social groups (such as
their in-faws), and to other social institutions which are themselves a source of benefits
(Stolzenberg, Blair-Loy, and Waite 1995). It provides individuals with 2 sense of obligation
to others, which gives life meaning beyond oneself. It may change the psychological
dynamics of the relationship in ways that bring benefits. Some consensus exists that
marriage improves women's material well-being and men's emotional well-being, in
- comparison with being single.

The (Incompletely Institutionalized) Institution of Cohabitation

Cohabitation has some but not all of the characteristics of marriage, and so camies
some but not all of the benefits. Cohabitation does not generally imply a. lifetime
commitment to stay together; as I pointed out cariier, 2 substantial minority of cohabiting
couples disagree on the future of their relationship (Bumpass et al. 1991). Cohabitants seem
to bring different, more individualistic values to the union than do those who mary
(Clarkberg, Stolzenberg, and Waile forthcoming). Goldscheider and Kaufman (1994:3)
believe that the shift to cohabitation from marriage signals “declining commitment within
unions, of men and women to cach other and to their relationship as an enduring unit, in
exchange for more freedom, primarily for men.” Perhaps as a result, some scholars view
cohabitation as an especially poor bargain for women; Jones concludes:

The increasing trend toward consensual partnering in the West, seen by many as an
emancipation from rigid concepts of marriage, may represent a new enslavement rather
than freedom for women (1994:900).

Cohabitants are much less likely than married couples to poot financial resources, more
likely to assume that cach partner is responsible for supporting himself or herself financially,
more likely to spend free time separately, and less likely to agree on the future of the
relationship (Blumstein and Schwartz 1983). This uncertainty makes both investment in the
relationship and specialization with this partner much riskier than in marriage, and s0
reduces them. Whereas marriage connects individuals to other important social institutions,
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such as organized religion, cohabitation seems to distance them from these institutions
(Stolzenberg et al. 1995; Thomton, Axinn, and Hill 1992).

Warnings

Some warnings are in order. First, for most outcomes, 1 have presented information
only on the average benefits of marriage. Also, discussing a typical cohabiting couple may
be even less useful than discussing an “average” marriage. Clearly, some marriages
produce substantiatly higher (and others substantially lower) benefits for those involved.
Some marriages produce no benefits and even cause harm to the men, women, and children
involved; that fact needs to be recognized.

On average, however, marriage seems (0 produce substantial benefits for men and
women in the form of better health, longer life, more and better sex, greater eamnings (at
Jeast for men), greater wealth, and better outcomes for children.

Why Has Marriage Declined?

If marriage produces all these benefits for individuals, why has it declined? Although
this issue remains a subject of much rescarch and speculation, a number of factors have been
mentioned as contributing. First, because of increases in women's employment, there is less
specialization by spouses now than in the past; thus the benefits to marriage are reduced
(McLanahan and Casper 1995). Clearly, employed wives have less time and energy to focus
on their husbands, and are less financially and emotionally dependent on marriage, than
wives who work only in the home. In addition, high divorce rates decrease people’s
certainty about the long-run stability of their marriage, and thus may reduce their
willingness to invest in it (Lillard and Waite 1993). Also, changes in divorce laws have
shified much of the financial burden for the breakup of the marriage 10 women, making
investment in marriage a riskier proposition for them (Regan 1993). Men, in turn, may find
marriage and parenthood less attractive when divorce is common, because they face the loss
of contact with their children if their marriage dissolves. Further, women’s increased
ecamings and young men’s declining financial well-being have made women less dependent
on men's financial support and have made young men less able to provide it (Oppenheimer
1994). Finally, public policies that support single mothers and changing attitudes toward sex
ocutside marriage, toward unmarried childbearing, and toward “divorce have all been
implicated in the decline in marriage (McLanahan and Casper 1995). This brief list does not
exhaust the possibilities, but merely mentions some of them.

‘What Should We Do?

Most of the research results that I have reported here are fairly well known, especially
to researchers working on the topics 1 have discussed. But I think they are not well known
outside the research community, and T think we have not put the pieces together into a larger
picture. I think that persuasive, even compelling, evidence exists for the picture I have tried
to sketch here —a picture of the benefits, to individuals, of the social institution of marriage.
Now that we have painted this picture, what should we do with it?

In my view, social scientists have a responsibility to weigh the evidence on the
consequences of social behaviors in the same way as medical researchers evaluate the
evidence on the consequences of (say) cigarette smoking or exercise. As evidence
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accumulates and is communicated to individuals, some people will change their behavior as
a result. Some will make different choices than they would otherwise have made because of
their understanding of the costs and benefits, to them, of the choices involved. To continue
with the example of medical issues such as smoking or exercise, we have seen behaviors
change substantially because research findings on these behaviors have been communicated
to the public. In addition, we have seen changes in attitudes toward behaviors shown to have
negative consequences, especially when those consequences affect others, as in the case of
smoking. These attitude changes theén raise the social cost of the newly stigmatized
behaviors. HMOs and religious organizations develop programs 1o help people achieve the
desired behavior; support groups spring up.

In addition, we as a society can pull some policy levers to encourage or discourage
behaviors. Public policies that include asset tests (Medicaid is 2 good example) act 1o exclude
the married, as do AFDC programs in most states. The “marriage penalty” in the tax code is
another example. Also, in the state of Illinois, young women under age 18 who have already
become mothers must have their parents’ permission to marry. Sometimes this leads to a
situation in which young couples are able to have children but cannot marry even- if they want
1o do so. These and other public policies can reinforce or undermine the institution of marriage.

I think social scientists have an obligation to point out the benefits of marriage beyond
the mostly emotional ones, which tend to push people toward marriage but may not sustain
them when the honeymoon is over, We have an equally strong obligation to make policy
makers aware of the stakes when they pull the policy levers that discourage marriage.

Appendix Table Al. Variable Definitions, Means, and Standard Deviations: NHSLS

Cross-Section
Men (N=1.330) Women (N = {664}
Variable Mean sp Mean sD
Variable
SEXFREQI Fréguency of partnered sex last year 70.52 70.58 64.49 68.76
SEXFREQ4 Frequency of partnered sex last year 1.3 . 71.01 70.62
SEXFREQS Frequency of partnered sex last year 5.56 $.12 5.09 5.02
Vadable

AGEI824 1 equals age 18-24, 0 clse 16 37 16 37
AGE2SY9 I equals age 25-29 16 36 13 34
AGE34 1 equals age 30-34 K1 37 A7 38
AGE539% { equals age 33-39 .14 .35 15 36
AGEAD44 § equals age 40-44 A3 34 A3 34
AGE4349 § squals age 4549 08 29 .10 30
AGES054 } age 50-54 08 27 08 27
AGES559 ¢ age 55-59 iy .25 08 .26
MARRIED 1 equals-currently maried 52 50 54 50
SINGLE } equals currently single 40 49 37 A48
COHAB 1 equals currently cohabiting o7 .26 08 .26
EDLTHS ! equals less than high school degree 14 34 A4 .35
EDHS | equals high school degree .28 45 29 45
EDLTB 1 equals some college or vocational 32 47 2 A7
EDB 1 equals coliege degree A7 37 .18 36
EDAD | equals advanced degrec 209 .28 05 24
NGNE t equals no religion 14 34 09 28
FUNDAM i equals type 2 Protestant .29 45 34 47
CATHOLIC { equals Catholic 27 44 27 .44
OTHREL 1 equals other religion .28 45 28 45
WHITE } equals white non-Hispanic 82 .0 9 Al
BLACK 1 equals black non-Hispanic 1 32 14 35
HISPANIC | squals Hispanic 07 26 08 .26

Respondents with responses of don’t know ., refusal, or missing are not included in these analyses.
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Appendix Table A2. Variable Definitions, Means, and Standard Deviations: NHSLS
Cross-Section
Men (N= 954) Women (N = 1,234}

Varishle 0 Mean - SD- Mean sD...

D ent Variabh
PHYS Physical satisfaction with curment pariner 437 T3 4,25 78
EMOT Emotional satisfaction with current putnel 4.30. i) 4.17 87

Independent Yarisbic
DURAT Duratios of sexual partncrship 16.54 1013 14.52 10.20
AGEI84 1 cquals age 18-24, 0 else .53 3 15 36
AGE2529 1 equais age 23-29 A5 36 15 .
AGEX34 1 equals age 30-34 16 k) Ry e}
AGE3539 1 cquals sge 35-39 A5 .36 16 37
AGEAG44 1 equals age 40-44 14 a5 13 34
AGEASeS 1 equals age 45-47 .10 30 1o R
AGESOS4 1 equals age 50-34 09 25 A8 21
AGES35% 1 equals age 55-58 01 26 .06 24
MARRIED I equals- married partnership 52 .46 o A5
PARTNER I equals primary pasership a2 Al a8 38
COHAB § equals cohabiting partncrship .10 0 10 31
EDLTHS { equals less than high school degree 12 32 .14 M
EDHS | equals high school degree 28 A5 .30 46
EDLTB 1 equals some college of vocational v Al .33 AT
EDB | equals college degree .18 38 16 31
EDAD 1 equals advanced degree 09 ') 06 24
NONE 1 equals no religion 13 3 » a8
FUNDAM t equals type 2 Protestant .28 A5 34 AT
CATHOLIC { equals Catholic 27 A4S 27 A5
OTHREL 1 equals other religion 29 A5 28 A5
WHITE 1 equals white non-Hispanic 83 37 80 A0
BLACK ! equals black non-Hispanic 10 1] Ry s ]
HISPANIC 1 equals Hispanic 07 25 08 21

For currently married/cohabiting respondents, analyses refer to satisfaction with mamied/
cohabiting partners.
For single respondents, analyses refer to satisfaction with primary pariners if respondent expects 10
continue having sex with them. Respondents with responses of don’t know, refusal, or missing are not
included in these analyses. :
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Appendix Table A3. OLS Coefficients for the Effects of Independent Variables on

Frequency of Partnered Sex, Genders Combined
(N=2,994)
Variable Coefficient Standard Error
Independent Variable
AGE2529 —0.2200 4.4870
AGE3034 -~ 13.8960 4.3802%*
AGE3539 -20.0094 4.5356%%*
AGEAD44 —-30.1978 4.86706%%¢
AGE4549 - 30.8042 5.1149%s+
AGES054 — 41,8229 5.4360%%+
AGES559 — 60.5501 5.6396%*+
MARRIED 41.9657 2.7000% **>
COHAB 55.0831 4.9262%%*
EDLTHS ~5.9338 4.0165
EDLTB -2.3703 3.1050
EDB -3.3717 3.8436
EDAD —B8.8040 5.1611#
NONE §.4090 4.3266
FUNDAM 4.1178 3.23%0
CATHOLIC —-0.3090 3.3339
BLACK 2.0481 3.9076
HISPANIC 12.2416 4,8752¢%
GENDER —7.2039 2.4621%*
Intercept 71.5890 4.4757%»*
R? .138

The dependent variable (SEXFREQM) is the frequency of partnered sex; here [ use the more

generous estimates of frequency.

®p<.10;%p < .05 *p < .01;***p<.00L
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Appendix Table Ad.

Log Odds for the Effects of Independent Variables on Physical
Satisfaction with Primary Partner (Extremely)

~“Men (N=994) - Women (N=1,234)
Variable Coefficient Standard Error  Coefficient Standard Error
Independent Variable _
DURAT _ - 024} 0106* - 0320 D094
AGE2529 1622 2519 2586 2198
AGE3034 - 3160 2502 — 0690 2166
AGE3539 - .0847 2599 -~ 1314 2239
AGEA044 L1083 2720 3132 2419
AGEAS49 - 3533 3128 —. 1095 2741
AGES054 0446 .3331 - 0497 .3068
AGES559 7087 J3861# — 2455 3486
MARRIED A509 19T 1991 .1849
COHAB 06712 2509 -, 0046 2186
EDLTHS —.0174 .2252 ~ 2026 1967
£DLTB - - 0622 .1664 0447 .1482
EDB - .1585 .1984 ~.14%4 1855
EDAD - 0981 2469 2458 2653
NONE -, 1547 2155 - 1871 23
FUNDAM 0658 1726 2023 A5
CATHOLIC —. 1905 A731 - (0956 1604
BLACK —.2385 2231 1294 L1943
HISPANIC .2930 2 0158 2286
Intercept 0744 2420 ~ 0556 2310
Chi-Square (df) 26.216(19) 40.006(19)

#p<.Ao*rp< 05 p< Ot p< 001,
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Appendix Table AS. Log Odds for the Effects of Independent Variables on Emotional
Gatisfaction with Primary Partner {Extremely)

Men (N=994) Women {(N=1,234)
Variable Coefficient - Standard Emmor  Coefficient Standard Error
Independent Variable :
DURAT - 0113 0105 - 0229 0092+
AGE2529 — 0464 2529 - 1793 2209
AGE3034 — 6758 2563 - 2096 2185
AGE3539 - 4903 2627# —.2494 L2261
AGE4044 - 5740 2757 1275 .2430
AGE4549 —.6376 3148 - 0461 2140
AGES054 - 585 .3337 —.1643 3079
AGESS559 1128 3797 — 6560 35844
MARRIED 5899 2009+ 4885 18R+
COHAR .1338 2551 (1876 2318
EDLTHS —.0521 .2262 - .4102 .2005
EDLTB —.0408 1671 0248 1480
EDB —~.1414 2000 - 0360 1840
EDAD — 0369 2471 3376 2653
NONE —.1728 L2183 —.4269 .2366#
FUNDAM 2027 1730 0003 1572
CATHOLIC -~ 0196 1739 - 0903 1596
BLACK — 2645 2265 3244 1952#
HISPANIC - 0565 2720 1309 .2283
Intercept —.0527 C2433%%% - 2675 2324
Chi-Square {df) 31. 7819 37.592(19)

Po< 10 p< Ot p <Ot < .001.

NOTES

| These simulations use as a baseline males or females who are white high school graduates born
in 1920, with mean levels of income, city size, and region, living cither alone (if not currently
married) or with spouse oaly (if currently married).
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